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geodatabase table.  Note that not all attributes 
were populated due to availability of existing data 
sets.  
 
PR   Physical road number 

identification system that allows 
linear references data to be 
mapped using MGF 

Facility  Non‐motorized type based on 
AASHTO terminology 

Name  Name of facility if known 

Source   Data source 

Notes   Miscellaneous notes made during 
data collection  

Status  Existing or proposed facility 

Approved   Indicates whether Plan was 
adopted or approved 

Maintain   Date of last maintenance for the 
file and author/agency/contact 
number 

National	Context	
In recent years, the US Department of 
Transportation (USDOT) and Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) have elevated their focus, 
resources, research and encouragement of the 
importance and need for quality, accessible and 
connected pedestrian and bicycle facilities. 
Recently, the U.S. Transportation Secretary 
Anthony Foxx launched the “Mayor’s Challenge for 
Safer People and Safer Streets,” which invites 
Mayors and local elected officials to attend a Safer 
People, Safer Streets Summit and then take 
significant action over the next year to improve 
pedestrian and bicycle transportation safety. The 
Mayor’s Challenge will showcase effective local 
actions to improve safety, empower local leaders 
to take action, and promote partnerships to 
advance pedestrian and bicycle safety. 
 
The USDOT developed a Policy Statement on 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodation 
Regulations and Recommendations (2010) to 
reflect the Department’s support for the 
development of fully integrated active 
transportation networks. The Policy Statement 
goes on to recognize that legislation and 
regulations exist that require inclusion of bicycle 

and pedestrian policies and projects into 
transportation plans and project development. 
Accordingly, transportation agencies should plan, 
fund, and implement improvements to their 
walking and bicycling networks, including linkages 
to transit. In addition, USDOT encourages 
transportation agencies to go beyond the 
minimum requirements, and proactively provide 
convenient, safe, and context‐sensitive facilities 
that foster increased use by bicyclists and 
pedestrians of all ages and abilities, and utilize 
universal design characteristics when appropriate. 
Transportation programs and facilities should 
accommodate people of all ages and abilities, 
including people too young to drive, people who 
cannot drive, and people who choose not to drive. 

How	Does	This	Plan	Fit	Into	
MDOT’s	Bigger	Picture?	
 
Since 2005, MDOT has pursued the Context 
Sensitive Solution (CSS) approach as a core value of 
its business practices and approach to project 
development. CSS centers on engaging 
stakeholders and interdisciplinary teams to resolve 
transportation problems together. An 
understanding of the land use and the community 
is essential in responding to the unique needs and 
qualities of individual communities. At each step, 
inclusiveness, flexibility, and creativity fuel 
development of fresh solutions and increase the 
prospects for success.v This dialogue helps 
to ensure bridges, interchanges, and other 
transportation projects "fit" into their 
communities. The goal of the CSS approach is to 
result in projects that respect a community's 
scenic, aesthetic, historic, economic, and 
environmental character.  
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Regional Ped/Bike Committees 

Each of the 7 MDOT Regions hosts a Regional 
Ped/Bike Committee that meets on a quarterly 
basis. The Committees include state, regional, and 
local agencies, communities and advocates that 
meet to:  

 Discuss education, encouragement, 
engineering, evaluation and planning issues; 

 Learn from each other and support each 
other’s efforts; and 

 Build relationships and partnerships. 
  
The quarterly meetings are a venue to identify 
issues and become more knowledgeable of each 
other’s planning, design, engineering and funding 
processes in order to enhance pedestrian and 
bicycle safety and mobility for improved quality of 
life in our communities. More information is 
posted at http://www.walkbikemichigan.com/. 
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Access to Vehicles 

Ensuring mobility options for all is paramount, for 
those that choose not to have a car and for our 
young people, seniors or those physically or 
financially unable to drive. A connected non‐
motorized network provides an opportunity to 
meet multiple mobility needs. As estimated by the 
American Community Survey (3‐year estimates 
2011‐2013), 6.6% (39,079) of occupied housing 
units in the University Region do not have access to 
a vehicle. The greatest percentages of housing 
units with no vehicle are in Ingham (8.8%) and 
Washtenaw (8.3%) Counties. This is not surprising 
due to the universities in these counties as well as 
availability of public transit and density of 
development. For comparison sake, in Michigan as  

 
a whole, 7.8% of occupied housing units have no 
vehicle available. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Clinton County    

No Vehicle  2.9% 

1 Vehicle  27.9% 

2 vehicles  42.3% 

3+ vehicles  26.9% 

Eaton County    

No Vehicle  5.4% 

1 Vehicle  34.1% 

2 vehicles  39.3% 

3+ vehicles  21.2% 

Hillsdale County    

No Vehicle  6.2% 

1 Vehicle  34.2% 

2 vehicles  39.1% 

3+ vehicles  20.6% 

Ingham County    

No Vehicle  8.8% 

1 Vehicle  39.7% 

2 vehicles  36.6% 

3+ vehicles  15.0% 

Jackson County    

No Vehicle  7.9% 

1 Vehicle  36.6% 

2 vehicles  36.4% 

3+ vehicles  19.1% 

 

Lenawee County    

No Vehicle  5.7% 

1 Vehicle  32.1% 

2 vehicles  40.6% 

3+ vehicles  21.6% 

Livingston County    

No Vehicle  2.9% 

1 Vehicle  25.8% 

2 vehicles  42.1% 

3+ vehicles  29.2% 

Monroe County    

No Vehicle  5.1% 

1 Vehicle  31.8% 

2 vehicles  39.4% 

3+ vehicles  23.7% 

Shiawassee County    

No Vehicle  6.9% 

1 Vehicle  32.6% 

2 vehicles  36.9% 

3+ vehicles  23.6% 

Washtenaw County    

No Vehicle  8.3% 

1 Vehicle  37.3% 

2 vehicles  37.4% 

3+ vehicles  17.0% 

Vehicles 	Available 	per 	
Occupied 	Housing 	Units 	’11 	– 	‘13 	
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A significant amount of effort was devoted to understanding and documenting 
the existing and proposed facilities within the Region. This Plan and the 
associated database are considered a first step at capturing the existing non‐
motorized conditions and agencies, organizations and community’s plans for 
facilities in the future. Many agencies, cities and communities have made 
substantial investments in bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, particularly in 
the last decade. The system and network are evolving at a rapid pace, 
therefore, the maps and graphics included in this Plan represent a “snapshot” 
in time. It is fully realized that the database that has been created during this 
planning effort will need to be regularly and continually updated to reflect 
current conditions and plans. 
 
This section of the Plan is organized first with information about the University 
Region as a whole, and then alphabetically by County. For each County, there 
is: 

 A text and map summary of findings related to existing and planned 
facilities 

 A text and map summary of priority projects, strategies and initiatives. 
Priorities were derived from information gathered through various 
outreach efforts. 
 

The maps and text reflect the desire for a Regional network of non‐motorized 
facilities that connect communities to one another, to major destinations and 
to adjacent counties, regions and states. The maps and text also reflect results 
of the work sessions held with the Non‐Motorized Plan Core Team and the 
various Outreach efforts and input sessions. Multiple non‐motorized 
transportation routes were identified within each county. The Regional 
Corridors highlighted on the maps focus on connecting existing non‐motorized 
transportation facilities (on‐road and off‐road), population centers, 
recreational areas and points of interest, and encouraging use for active 
transportation purposes. In several cases, alternate, nearby routes, even 
though they are not as direct, may be a preference due to lower stress vehicle 
speeds, volumes or trucks. Further planning by a variety of agencies and 
stakeholders may be required to fully vet these systems and routes. The 
system and network are evolving at a rapid pace, therefore, the maps and 
graphics included in this Plan represent a “snapshot” in time.  
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Regional	Corridors	
Through analysis of the existing and planned network, 
and a series of outreach and stakeholder meetings and 
input, major corridors for regional non‐motorized 
travel are identified. These corridors serve as the 
primary arteries that connect to other more local 
corridors. They often include major existing and 
planned systems such as the Falling Waters Trail, the 
Mason to Delhi Connector, the Clinton‐Ionia‐
Shiawassee Trail, or existing and planned paved 
shoulders along US‐12. At times, the Regional 
Corridors use parks, greenways along rivers, local 
community facilities, or routes with yet to be 
determined facility types to provide regional 
connectivity. Several of these Regional Corridors also 
serve as the route for state and national interests, 
such as the Great Lake to Lake Trail or the 
Underground Railroad Bike Route.    

 
The following pages identify Regional Corridors within 
the University Region as well as some of the gaps 
within them. Maps have been created that show these 
corridors and their relationship to the rest of the 
network. Readers can also visit MDOT’s Non‐
Motorized website for larger more detailed versions of 
the maps at: www.michigan.gov/mdot‐biking   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This section of the Plan and the maps should be 
considered part of a living document that will need to 
be updated periodically. MDOT fully anticipates that 
there will be changes in these corridors over time. 
Facilities may need upgrading to accommodate more 
users. Portions of a corridor may change if other 
routes prove more feasible. Regional Corridors may 
be added. In several cases, alternate, nearby routes, 
even though they are not as direct, may be preferred 
due to lower stress vehicle speeds, volumes or trucks. 
They may not necessarily represent actual or planned 
routes – rather they reflect the desire for 
connectivity.  Further planning by a variety of 
agencies and stakeholders may be required to fully 
vet these systems and routes. Communities are 
encouraged to coordinate their bicycle and 
pedestrian planning efforts with this document thus 
strengthening local, county and regional efforts. 

  	

Typical	Elements	of	a		
Regional	Corridor	
	
 Connection from one community, county, 

and/or the region to another. 

 Serve as primary “arteries” that connect to 
other more local corridors. 

 Often include significant existing or 
planned on‐ or off‐road systems. 
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Existing	and	Proposed	Facilities	in	
University	Region	
The system and network are evolving at a rapid pace, 
therefore, the maps and graphics included in this Plan 
represent a “snapshot” in time. This section of the 
Plan details findings related to existing and proposed 
facilities within the University Region as a whole as 
well as by County. 
 
As is detailed in the following table, there are a 
significant amount of facilities in the University Region 
‐ more than 1,200 miles; with 241 miles of shared use 
paths, 544 miles of paved shoulders, 199 miles of side 
paths and 224 miles of on‐street bike lanes.  
 
The largest amount of shared use paths are in Ingham 
County (63 miles), much of which includes the River 
Trail system and Delhi Trails. Ingham and Eaton 
Counties have the most wide paved shoulders (194 
and 102 miles). Washtenaw (109 miles) and Ingham 
(65 miles) counties have the most on‐street bike lanes. 
 
In the University Region, an additional 1,500 miles of 
facilities are proposed including 668 miles of shared 
use paths, 344 miles of bike lanes, 410 miles of paved 
shoulders and 82 miles of side path.  
 
Jackson County agencies and communities are 
proposing an additional 224 miles of shared use path 
including the Jackson to Lakeland Connector, mileage 
in and around Jackson, as well as a north‐south 
connector between Henrietta Township and down to 
Brooklyn. Agencies within Ingham, Eaton and Clinton 
Counties are proposing a significant amount of 
additional paved shoulders. Washtenaw County and 
Eaton County are proposing 154 and 68 miles of 
additional bike lanes. 
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MDOT	University	Region		
Non‐Motorized	Strategies:	

 Improve safety to reduce injuries and fatalities 
and to make walking and biking comfortable, 
inviting and viable. 
 

 Promote and encourage biking and walking as 
modes of transportation and recreation for 
people of all ages, abilities and incomes. 
 

 Foster an environment of partnerships and 
collaboration in order to connect our 
communities and regions to one another. 
 

 Advance awareness of the benefits of complete 
streets (both within MDOT and at the local 
level) and various tools and solutions for 
implementation.  

Region‐Wide	
Non‐Motorized	Priorities	
Considering the input received during the 
development of the Plan, and with the overall 
Strategies in mind, a number of Regional Priorities 
have been identified that will assist in continuing to 
make progress toward those strategies.   
 

 Focus resources on the gaps in the Regional 
Corridor network, especially those segments with 
statewide or national significance such as the Lake 
to Lake Trail and the Underground Railroad 
Bicycle Route.  
 

 On‐going and long‐term maintenance of the GIS 
database. The database currently represents a 
snap shot in time, and reflects as much data as 
could be collected given the scope, budget and 
schedule of this project. Facilities are being built 
and planned at a steady and continuous rate. It is 
important that these facilities and plans are 
incorporated into the database on a regular basis 
and that the database is available for use by all 
stakeholders. Attributes for various facilities 
within the region could also be updated as 
fieldwork is conducted or conditions are known.

 

 Provide safe pedestrian and bicyclist connections 
across the major freeways and bridges in the 
region. Work with local road agencies to develop 
solutions appropriate for the context. 
 

 Work closely with MDOT and local road agency 
(county, city, village) staff in the Region to 
encourage that, where appropriate, and along 
strategic connections, wide (at least 4’), paved 
shoulders be considered as a standard 
treatment. These can achieve a number of goals 
including reduced maintenance costs, improved 
safety for drivers, and additional space for cyclists 
to travel. In many areas throughout the University 
Region, many of the more rural roads are hilly 
and/or have extensive, mature vegetation or 
drainage swales within the right‐of‐way, limiting 
the ability to widen shoulders for significant 
distances. In some areas, wide paved shoulders 
may only be possible in spot locations. These 
“spot” treatments can serve to improve safety 
and be used by cyclists where there are site 
distance issues due to terrain, uphill climbs will 
result in slower cycling speeds, and/or locations 
for cyclists to safely allow vehicle motorists to 
pass. 
 

 Sharing effective practices, as well as encouraging 
and supporting education and training initiatives 
is essential to making progress toward a 
connected, safe, and inviting non‐motorized 
network. There are a number of initiatives, 
projects and programs as detailed on the 
following page.    
 

 Incorporate and disseminate new research and 
best practices for crash analysis, safety audits, 
and counter measures regularly into training 
programs, design manuals and policies. 
 

 Encourage and support efforts to collect 
pedestrian and bicyclist counts in the region in 
order to better understand trends and patterns. 
 

 Encourage local agencies to identify existing and 
proposed pedestrian and bicycle facilities in their 
master plans, transportation plans, recreation 
plans, and complete street plans. 
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 Encourage and support agencies and advocates in 
the pursuit of various funding mechanisms in 
order to implement proposed improvements and 
maintenance efforts. 
 

 Coordinate planning and design efforts. 
Reference this University Region Plan when 
considering projects for the TIP/STIP and various 
resources including the Transportation 
Alternatives Program. Continue involvement with 
the University Region Ped/Bike Committee and 
continue existing outreach efforts with agencies 
to ensure non‐motorized facilities are being 
considered early in the planning and design 
process. 
 

 Coordination and consideration with water trails 
efforts. There is interest throughout the 
University Region to ensure coordination between 
water trails and non‐motorized facilities, 
specifically as it relates to bridge heights, parking, 
and access. The MDNR Comprehensive Trail Plan 
(2013) includes specific recommendations related 
to Water Trails.  
 

 Understanding and funding for long‐term 
maintenance. Considerable thought and 
resources must be dedicated to ensure ongoing, 
long‐term maintenance of the network. As part of 
a local or regional program, the jurisdiction 
responsible for maintenance should be defined, 
and general maintenance plans should be 
budgeted for on an annual basis. Issues such as 
mowing, winter maintenance, cutting overhanging 
vegetation, sweeping, and repairing degraded 
pavement must be included in a maintenance 
program. The AASHTO Guide for the Development 
of Bicycle Facilities provides further information 
on maintenance of facilities.  
 

Maintenance of systems can be achieved by a number 
of agencies and agreement types. A few being used in 
Michigan include: 

o Public/Private Partnerships 
o Maintenance Use Agreements between 

governmental agencies 
o MDOT’s “Adopt‐A‐Landscape” Program – 

being utilized for a “Friends” group of 
volunteers to assist with maintenance of the 
275 Metro Trail in the Metro Region. 
 

 

 

   

Adopt‐A‐Landscape	Program	
The MDOT Adopt‐A‐Landscape Program 
provides an avenue for individuals, 
organizations, or businesses to help maintain 
sections of roadside (or shared use path) 
within Michigan's State Highway System. The 
Adopt‐A‐Landscape program allows for the 
following: 

 Planting and establishing wildflowers 

 Controlling weeds on Right‐of‐Way 

 Ancillary mowing 

 Tree trimming and/or removal 

 Planting and establishing landscaping 
within interchanges, boulevards, rest 
areas, roadside parks, etc. 

 Planting and establishing trees, shrubs, 
and/or flowers along state highways 

 Removing graffiti as needed from one or 
more highway structures 

 
Just about any group, business or individual 
may perform the work with your own 
volunteers or hire a contractor to perform the 
work on your behalf. There are limitations to 
the types of work and locations where 
volunteers may work. Work with your local 
MDOT TSC staff to discuss details of the 
program. 
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The following pages provide descriptions and 
illustrations of potential design solutions to 
accommodate non‐motorized users on a variety of 
types of roads. Appropriate solutions depend on a 
number of factors. These graphics are intended to 
illustrate ideas for consideration. These need to be 
reviewed in context with Average Daily Traffic 
(ADT) volumes, speed, environmental conditions, 
right‐of‐way width, land use, etc. There is flexibility 
in selecting facility types depending on conditions. 
 
There are also an extensive number of design 
details, treatments and considerations that may be 
applicable to projects that strive to improve the 
safety and mobility of pedestrians and cyclists. As 
this document is not intended to replace existing 
design standards, guidelines, and references, not 
all design considerations and treatments are 
discussed or illustrated. These include, but are not 
limited to elements such as: 

 Mid‐Block Crossings 

 Intersection Treatments 

 Road Diets 

 Signalization 

 Striping and Signage Details 

 Design details of facilities such as 
pavement color/pattern 
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Funding	Sources	
Financing the acquisition, development, and 
maintenance of the non‐motorized system is essential 
to sustaining the system. Several opportunities exist to 
fund acquisition and development of the non‐
motorized system. Within the local government 
structure, understanding the far reaching benefits of a 
walkable and bikeable community (economic, health, 
recreation, mobility, transit, etc) opens up 
opportunities for cost‐sharing, thereby reducing the 
financial burden on one entity, organization or 
department. 
 

Infrastructure Projects 

Regardless of the source of funding, it is essential for 
bicycle and pedestrian projects to be coordinated with 
other road and infrastructure projects. If included early 
in the planning and design phases of roadway projects, 
there is potentially more design flexibility and 
economies of scale. A number of communities and 
road agencies throughout Michigan have put in a 
significant amount of facilities by including pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities, striping, crosswalks, signals, 
ramps, signage, etc. in with a larger road improvement 
project.  
 

ACT 51 

Created by Public Act 51 of 1951, this is where all state 
fuel taxes and license plate fees are deposited. This 
revenue is shared among city, county and state 
transportation agencies for construction, maintenance, 
and operation of Michigan’s transportation systems. 
The state transportation law (MCLA 247.660k) requires 
a minimum of 1% of state transportation funds be 
spent for non‐motorized transportation. In 2010, 
Michigan passed legislation that encourages 
development of Complete Streets as appropriate to 
the context and cost of a project. This complements 
State Act 51. Additional information on federal 
transportation funding sources for bicycle and 
pedestrian projects can be found on the Federal 
Highway Administration’s and MDOT’s Bicycling in 
Michigan website. 
 

Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) 

One source of funding available to enhance the 
regional non‐motorized system is the Transportation 
Alternatives Program (TAP). TAP is a competitive grant 

program that offers funding opportunities to help 
expand transportation choices and enhance the 
transportation experience through implementing a 
number of transportation improvements, including 
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure and safety paths 
and facilities. Additionally, investments made through 
TAP support place‐based economic development by 
offering transportation choices, promoting walkability, 
and improving quality of life. MDOT is responsible for 
selecting TAP projects in the University Region. 
SEMCOG also distributes TAP funds in Livingston, 
Washtenaw and Monroe Counties.  
 

MDNR Trust Fund 

Another major source of funding for bicycle and 
pedestrian projects is the Michigan Natural Resources 
Trust Fund (MNRTF), which provides grants to local 
governments and other agencies to secure and 
develop lands for recreational purposes. Trail projects 
connecting communities to one another and to natural 
resources are a priority of the Trust Fund Board and 
are routinely awarded grants through the MNRTF. 
Additionally, since the MNRTF is a state source of 
funds, it can be used as match for TAP or other federal 
grant projects. 
 

Safe Routes to School 

The SRTS program is a federally funded grant program 
managed by MDOT and administered by the Michigan 
Fitness Foundation. Developing a SRTS Plan is a 
process that involves schools, cities, and community 
groups working together to develop a plan that helps 
students walk or bike to school safely and in greater 
numbers. Quarterly infrastructure awards are made up 
to $200,000 per school. Local match and Professional 
Engineering/Construction Engineering (PE/CE) costs 
are required. Also includes non‐infrastructure items 
such as encouragement programs, enforcement, 
education and evaluation. 
www.saferoutesmichigan.org. 
 

CMAQ 

The primary goal of the Congestion Mitigation and Air 
Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ) is to reduce 
traffic congestion and enhance air quality. These funds 
can 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 
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as non‐attainment areas for air quality, based on 
federal standards. 
 

Others 

Non‐traditional sources of funding can also be used for 
bicycle and pedestrian projects such as local millages, 
tax increment financing (TIF) district funds, and state 
and local philanthropic organizations.  A number of 
“local” millages are in place in the University Region 
that are assisting in the implementation of road 
improvements, trails and non‐motorized facilities. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
                                                            
i SEMCOG/Metro Region Non‐Motorized Plan, 2014. 
ii Ibid. 
iii Washington Post. Brad Plumer. August 7, 2013. 
iv MDOT U Region Ped Bike Committee . January 2014. 
Analysis of 2008‐2012 crash data. 
v MDOT CSS website. 
vi SEMCOG/Metro Region Non‐Motorized Plan, 2014. 
vii R. Gellar, Portland Office of Transportation. 
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Appendix 

Outreach Meeting Notes 

Existing Plans and Resources 
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Shiawassee County Outreach Meeting 
November 6, 2014 
4:00 – 7:00 pm 
Owosso City Hall 
 
 
Meeting Notes 
  
Attendees 12 people attended the meeting (not including consultants or MDOT staff) 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
General Notes and Map Changes 

• Owosso Community Development Director had map at meeting of existing non-motorized 
facilities including the “on-street” share the road route from the CIS into downtown, etc. 

• For Shiawassee County and going south of 69 to Stockbridge, review 4 foot shoulder facilities. 
Believe maps have missing segments along  52. 

• The CIS Trail (within the former rail corridor) ends at Smith Road (west of Owosso). 
• Review Owosso Rec Plan for alignment of non-motorized facilities through town. 2011 Owosso 

Park Plan. See pdf pages 96, 88 and 58 for map of existing James Miner Trail, proposed 
extension and description of proposed non-motorized improvements. Add existing James Miner 
Trail to maps but note that not AASHTO standard. 

• Check on the “type” of existing and proposed facilities in Laingsburg. Most likely not all shared 
use. 2009 Parks Plan exists but needs to be reviewed closely with google maps. At first glance, 
appears most “existing” facilities surveyed are sidewalks only. 

• Check with Durand City Administrator to see if any non-motorized plans exist. Leah sent email. 
• Show both the north and south connections from the CIS trail into Owosso. The North Road 

connection is important into downtown. A lot of the connection between the CIS And James 
Miner Trail will likely be sharrows. 

 
Priorities/Issues/Concerns 
 

• High priority to more fully connect the CIS trail into downtown Owosso. 
• Shiawassee County has very low traffic volumes and good quality roads, so a lot of people come 

to the county to ride on the roads. 
• For the most part, county roads don’t have shoulders. 
• The small towns in the area (New Lothrop, Laingsburg, Ithaca, Alma) as well as Sleepy Hollow 

State Park and the CIS Trail are priority destinations. 



• Consultant question for MDOT: James Milner Trail is significant within Owosso and they have 
plans to use it as a connection between CIS and Corunna/Durand. It’s only 6’ wide and both 
paved and dirt surfaces – so non-AASHTO. How should it be included in the GIS database? 

• Jack Milner Trail is a high priority for rehabilitation and improvement as a primary route through 
Owosso and connecting to Corunna and Durand. The underpass (M-21) in town is a high priority 
and a TAP application has been submitted for improvements. 

• Additional access points, trailheads and parking are desired along the CIS. 
• MDOT is planning to “straighten” the M-21 curve west of Owosso. CIS would like to cross M-21 

at the time that work is completed. 
• Laingsburg is very interested in connections to Sleepy Hollow. 
• Attendees thought a plan exists to connect Durand to Schwartz Creek in Genesee County. 
• A lot of hilly riding in Shiawassee Township area. Consider recommendation to widen shoulders 

at spot locations to assist with site distances and speeds. Encourage Road Commissions to 
consider spot treatments for safety. 

• Include design treatment graphics for crossing railroads appropriately with non-motorized 
facilities. 

• Riders like rumble strips if there is a 6’ wide paved shoulder because you can hear if a car is 
crossing the line or not. 

• There are mountain bike trails around Hopkins Lake City Park. 
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Hillsdale County Outreach Meeting 
November 10, 2014 
4:00 – 7:00 pm 
Hillsdale City Hall 
 
 
Meeting Notes 
  
Attendees 4 people attended the meeting (not including consultants or MDOT staff) 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
General Notes and Map Changes 

• City of Jonesville…no longer a Village – change on all maps. 
• Parks layer is missing, Add GIS layer to maps. 
• Jonesville new trail along old RR ROW will connect to North Country Trail  
• Add North Country Trail alignment to GIS for analysis purposes. 
• Road Commission engineer present at meeting, no current NoMo projects being planned 
• Tim with City of Jonesville mentioned 98% of design work completed for a new trail project 

sponsored by City and Headwaters Rec Authority (digitized in GIS). Gaige Street to Beck Street, 
north across M-12 to the existing bridge over river. A trailhead will be added on north side of M-
12 with help from Fire Dept, Rotary, and Lions Clubs. Phase 2 for new trail project across old 
pedestrian bridge crossing to M-99 proposed but no funding identified or design started. 

• The Hill-Jo trail extends from US 12 south to Wicker Place Road where it connects to Baw Bees 
Trail. Baw Beese Trail connects over the railroad ROW to Montgomery and heads south. 

• The paved 4ft shoulder for M99 starts at US 12 and goes south til it ends just before  Beck Road 
• The Baw Beese Trail has a gap near the Omni Source bldg. Have to go through parking lot. 
• Baw Beese Trail south of lake – confirm – may just be gravel. 
• Headwaters Rec Authority has planned connections map (2013) provided. Includes proposed 

routes along M-12 in Jonesville out and around lake east of town. 
• Michelle with City of Hillsdale has another Plan that shows additional connections to the 

linework we have drafted . Ask Michelle for this plan from 2009. 
• Road Commission and others in attendance feel that on-road facilities are dangerous.  
• Obtain Litchfield trails, there is a nature trail that is not an AASHTO facility but could be 

proposed.  Again, check with Michelle. 
• Review Headwater Rec Authority Plan 2013. 
• Check if M-99 is 4 ft wide should at curve south of town. 

 



Priorities/Issues/Concerns 
 

• Phase 2 of the Trail extension in Jonesville across river (north of M-12) is high priority. 
• Snow removal and maintenance continue to be long-term issues and concerns. 
• M-99 Hill Jo Trail is not safe where it’s too close to the road.  
• Jonesville Road is used quite a bit by cyclists 
• Connecting Litchfield to Jonesville is a priority. 
• MDOT check in on M-99 Trail south of M-12. Locals want to “abandon/remove” because it’s 

built right next to road. May have been built with TAP funds in 1970s?? 
• There is a rail corridor between Litchfield and Jonesville. – Believed to be abandoned and owned 

by MDOT. Used for storage. 
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Eaton County Outreach Meeting 
November 17, 2014 
4:00 – 7:00 pm 
Charlotte (AL!VE Facility) 
 
 
Meeting Notes 
 
Attendees 12 people attended the meeting (not including consultants or MDOT staff) 
 
General Notes and Map Changes 
• Eaton County Parks has GIS data for existing parks, email for data dissemination agreement form 
• Update paved shoulders data with MDOT database. Don’t think shoulders extend along Lansing 

Road by Potterville or across 69. 
• Delta Township has a non-motorized plan. Emailed to C. Gulock 12/4 by Gary Bozek from Twp. 
• Grand Ledge has a non-motorized Plan. 

o River Road shows as existing bike lanes but they are not 
o Side path to loop down 43 into Fitzgerald County Park will be in County Park Plan Update 

ongoing.  It would be a side path proposed due to curb cuts.  Proposed route drawn on 
11x17 Grand Ledge Map. 

o Paved shoulder may exist on Nixon Road from Saginaw Hwy to Mt. Hope – verify. 
• Vermontville has a Safe Routes to School Plan. 
• Thornapple Trails group has plan to connect every town in Eaton County. 
• Clean up the Thornapple Trail line work at Vermontville. Shows two lines. Removed duplicated SW 

Region GIS data showing Paul Henry Thornapple Trail incorrectly going into Vermontville, Jay 
updated in GIS dataset at meeting (done) 

• A study is being completed in Eaton Rapids to connect city to future rail trail.  
• Determine source of “proposed bike lanes” along Bellevue that is shown traversing from Olivet to 

Hamlin Township. Don’t think this is accurate. Is it proposed wide shoulders? 
• Completed Shared Use Path in Grand Ledge should replace Proposed Shared Use Path. Jay updated 

the linework in the GIS dataset at meeting so update completed. 
• Note for updated Tri County data when received, most outlier proposed bike lanes should be 

proposed 4 ft paved shoulders…confirm Tri County data shows this when received 
• Grand Ledge City Manager and Cindy Krupp marked up a number of corrections – noted by Jay 

Bibby.  

Priorities/Issues/Concerns 
• Priority to investigate the ownership of the former rail corridor between Vermontville, Charlotte and 

Eaton Rapids. Comments at meetings suggest that this corridor is no longer available for trail 
development and pieces are privately owned. 

• A lot of cyclists use Willow Road to/from Grand Ledge and Delta Twp. 



• Michigan Avenue in Delta Twp is a high priority corridor 
• Chip seal as a material used in repaving roads is an issue with bicyclists – would like road agencies to 

use different material. 
• Safe access out the County Roads from the towns is a priority 
• Safe access to downtown Lansing – i.e. Michigan Avenue would be great complete street 
• Willow was just repaved from Canal to Grand Ledge and has no shoulders, no bike lanes, etc. Missed 

opportunity. Willow is a preferred corridor. 
• In Charlotte, it would be nice to make connections from Veterans Park south along Cochran Road. 
• T-Shirt Ride is being brought back to Grand Ledge and going to go out on County Roads for the ride.  
• Paved shoulders are great – but A LOT of debris gathers and riders end up in the road. Maintenance 

of shoulders is a big issue. 
• Want to get roads fixed before money is spent on bike facilities 
• Road millage just passed in the County to fix roads – but passed because of the Delta Township 

residents. Others don’t want more taxes. 
• Maintenance is a key issue and needs to be considered if you’re going to build more facilities. Need 

to be able to maintain what is built. 
• Don’t see effectiveness of bike lanes and facilities when they’re only used a few months of the year. 
• Bicyclists don’t need to carry insurance – so if they’re at fault in an accident, they don’t pay. 
• If tax payer dollars are used, it’s hard to justify construction if it’s only used for 3 months. And 

maintenance is even a bigger deal. 
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Clinton County Outreach Meeting 
November 19, 2014 
4:00 – 7:00 pm 
St. John’s (Agro-Liquid Facility) 
 
 
Meeting Notes 
 
Attendees 16 people attended the meeting (not including consultants or MDOT staff) 
 
General Notes and Map Changes 
• Clinton County Parks & Green Space is just wrapping up the development of a non-motorized map 

for the entire County. They worked extensively with local agencies and organizations over a 3 year 
time period to gather input on priorities and routes. After the meeting, a map was provided to the 
team electronically to incorporate into the GIS database. The map does not differentiate between 
existing and proposed facilities. Our team will use the Clinton County map as the most recent and 
vetted data, however, it will be supplemented with Tri-County GIS data and Google to confirm 
existing vs. proposed facilities. 

• The CIS trail in the GIS database was mapped incorrectly. It should be south a half mile or so within 
the abandoned rail corridor. 

• Get County Parks onto map. 
• Get State Game Areas onto map. i.e. Rose Lake State Game Area 
• Verify all 4’ shoulders.  
• Staff from the City of St. John’s revised the linework presented – a map is marked up with notes 

defining the changes.  
• Remove the proposed shared use path in Eagle – it is a rail corridor that reverted back into private 

ownership and active rail. 
• Dewitt: 

o Proposed side path along Old US 27 from Round Lake to 69 
o Existing bike lane along Webb between Wood and Old US 27 (verify) 
o 4’ shoulder along State Street from US 27 to Wood (not bike lane) 
o 10’ wide side path will exist (next year) on one side of Old US 27 from County limits north to 

minor street that is half way between Stoll and State streets. 
o Turner Rd (north south in Dewitt) from Old Hickory to State Rd is paved shoulder 4’ wide 

(verify) 
• East Lansing/Bath Twp area: 

o Proposed shared use path from Wood out past Clark should be removed. That was an idea 
long ago and will not happen. Corridor sold off. 

• Bath Township has a plan – sent to team via email after meeting. Proposed shared use trail around 
Park Lake. See Final Master Plan – Future Pathways Map in document (pg 37 of pdf) 



• Proposed shared use path on east side of Shepardsville Road within Sleepy Hollow State Park from 
Price to Taft. Then proposed side path up to CIS and south into Bath Twp. 

• ID in database the North Tier Trail in East Lansing – runs through Abbott Road Park and north 
toward State Street. Does not currently connect to State Street. 

 
Priorities/Issues 
• The CIS trail is just being completed and attendees are very excited. 
• Connections to/from the CIS trail are very important to get users safely to the system and into the 

towns and amenities. Trailheads and access points will be important. Wayfinding is important 
to/from trail into towns and destinations. 

• All primary roads that cross the CIS trail should be envisioned as AASHTO Non Motorized travel for 
users to get off trail and visit activity centers. 

• Agro-Liquid facility would benefit from a connection to the CIS Trail that is only a few hundred feet 
away. 

• Connections from the CIS to the schools in Fowler (north and south of the CIS) are important 
• Interest in getting a shared use trail along 127 along the entire length of County in order to connect 

into Lansing Trail, Pere Marquette Trail and Hartland Trails. 
• Connection to/from Sleepy Hollow State Park to the CIS (along Shepardsville Rd), to Laingsburg and 

into Bath Township is high priority. 
• North Tier Trail needs connections to State Street in East Lansing Area 
• Chandler Road is very narrow south of 69, heavy traffic, heavy use and fast speeds. 
• Need to make safe east-west crossings of 127 for peds and cyclists. 
• Priority for Bath Twp to connection SE section of Township south to Lake Lansing. 
• Need more consistency of shoulder width throughout the County. 
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Lenawee County Outreach Meeting 
December 2, 2014 
4:00 – 7:00 pm 
Lenawee District Library (Adrian) 
 
 
Meeting Notes 
  
Attendees 12 people attended the meeting (not including consultants or MDOT staff) 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
General Notes and Map Changes 

• Adrian 
o Maumee Street is paved shoulders – not bike lanes (confirm on aerial) 
o Paved path exists in north side of town running north south between neighborhoods 

south of Riverside Ave and north of Maple Ave. Between McKenzie and Springbrook. 
o Proposed trail connection from Kiwanis Trail east into Island Park on north side of river. 
o Different proposed connector from downtown to adrian college not shown on map, Jay 

corrected this at the meeting 
• Tecumseh 

o Kiwanis trail does not currently exist from Russell south (to mile road to south). But 
section north of Russell does exist. 

o Proposed routes go along Raisin Center Hwy or road to west up to Russell and then 
along Russell to connect to existing section. 

o Parks and Rec staff provided brochure/map of existing paths. Side Paths along Chicago 
Blvd. Shared Use Paths for remaining orange lines on brochure. (Updated at meeting) 

• Hudson 
o Hudson brought color maps of existing and proposed trails. Existing 3.3 miles consisting 

of Murdock Trail, Bean Creek Trail, Findlay Trail, Engle Trail and Berlin Trail. 1000’ 
industrial park path exists south of State Street (pink line). Proposed southern extension 
to Thompson Park. 

o Old railroad ROW in Hudson from Railroad Street heading west is proposed trail, shown 
on Hudson Trail System Maps (these are adopted in the Parks and Rec Plan) 

o Hudson  Twp Master Plan indicates connection to Hudson Loop Trail and to Lake Hudson 
State Recreation Area. 

 
o Show Wabash Cannonball Trail alignment on Map coming north in Ohio east of Morenci. 
o Incorporate River Raisin Greenway Study Master Plan proposed alignment into GIS – Tecumseh 

north up to Manchester. 



o Blissfield Township Parks and Recreation Master Plan has shared use plan in it. Leah emailed 
request for map. 

o Label State Recreation Areas – i.e. Lake Hudson 
 
 

Priorities/Issues/Concerns 
 

• Extending the Kiwanis trail north into Tecumseh and north into Washtenaw County is a high 
priority. 

• Water trail planning is needed from Clinton to Adrian – good floating segment of river. 
• Believed that an abandoned rail corridor exists between Hudson and Drian. 
• Lenawee Health Network went after a CDC grant related to active communities. The southeast 

section of Adrian is a target CDC area. 
• Kiwanis group has a wish list of trail extensions (but they’re not all in Adrian No Mo Plan). Would 

like to do trail along US 223 from Main Street to Maple. And trail along river from 223 north to 
the Kiwanis Trail. Also would like a trail along river from Howell Hwy to Heritage Park. 

• Would like to connect Mitchell Park and the Kiwanis Trail in Raisin Twp. 
• Northwest region of County is the most scenic for bike rides 
• M-50 is a nice bike ride – additional paved shoulders between Tecumseh and M-12 would help 

in creating a nice long route to/from the Irish Hills. 



MDOT University Region 
Non-Motorized Transportation Plan 
 
 
Ingham County Outreach Meeting 
December 4, 2014 
4:00 – 7:00 pm 
Lansing (Foster Community Center) 
 
 
Meeting Notes 
 
Attendees 24 people attended the meeting (not including consultants or MDOT staff) 
 
General Notes and Map Changes 

• Tri-County Transportation Plan draft is online now and expected to be adopted 12/18/14 
• Get latest dataset from Laura at Tri-County. Paul from Tri-County asked that our linework be 

shared with Laura to include the updates from tonight’s meeting. 
• Get updated GIS data from Meridian Township staff. Younes Ishraidi (Engineer) 

ishraidi@meridian.mi.us. No bike lanes in Meridian Township. Widened shoulder 4' shown as 
bike lanes in Meridian Township are incorrect. A lot of the linework in Meridian is most likely 
side paths – not shared use trails 

• Delhi Township – no shared use trail exists on active rail corridor between Willoughby Rd and 
Aurelius as shown. Delete.  

• Update with MDOT paved shoulder data. Attendees think wide paved shoulders exist along 
Saginaw/69BL in East Lansing. 

• Mason Area: 
o A feasibility study was just completed by Mannik and Smith to determine route location 

of crossing of 127 and connection along Cedar into Delhi Township 
o There are no bike lanes along Hull Road south of Mason. 
o The existing trail running north/south in Mason is called the “Hayhoe Riverwalk Trail”. 
o Short stretch shown as existing shared use path on west side of Mason, just south of 

Columbia and east of Hayes Park does not exist. 
• Michigan Avenue missing an existing sharrow between North Harrison Street and Center Street 
• Andy from City of Lansing confirmed and updated on the fly in GIS at the meeting a proposed 

shared use path missing on the map. Not in any adopted plans but Andy confirmed this was 
planned. 

• City of Lansing (Andy) had a number of map changes – marked up on 11x17. The conclusion was 
that Andy would get all City of Lansing updates to Tri-County for Tri-County to put into their GIS 
system and that our team would then get the new database from Tri-County. Verify that this 
occurred.  

• Error with November comments (not yet addressed on linework shown at meetings) that would 
have a side walk facility existing between Beale Street and Harrison Street on Michigan Avenue. 
This is confirmed by a local Tri County Bike Association member at the meeting as a bike lane 



facility so communication with Tri County is necessary in determining what they are asking us to 
label as side paths.  

• Students did a non-motorized plan for Williamstown Township. Contact Mickey Martin – 
Supervisor for final word. Not sure if it was ever “adopted” by the Township. 

• North side of E. Saginaw Street is completed a little further east than currently shown. 
• Add proposed side path along Okemos Rd from Jolly to/from Jackson National Life. 
• East Lansing – trail is proposed (not existing) along river, south of Grand River between Park 

Lake Rd and Hagadorn. See 11x17 map. 
• Verify if existing shared use along W Lake Lansing Road near Abbott Road Park is really sidewalk 

or sidepath. 
• Too much linework in Stockbridge. Verify status of Lakeland Trail in Stockbridge proximity. 

 
 
Priorities/Issues/Concerns 
 

• High priority to cross 127 and connect Mason to Delhi Township and Lansing River Trails. 
Feasibility study just completed with route, cost estimate, etc. Submitting grant applications. 

• Vevay Twp is getting ready to do study to connect into the Hayhoe Riverwalk Trail in Mason. 
• Meridian Twp priorities:  

o pedestrian/bicycle connectivity around exit 110 and Interstate 96 (Okemos Rd.) 
o along old M-78 on both sides to get to/from Meijer 
o Grand River to Williamston  

• Ingham County recently passed a parks and trails mileage. 
• Priority connection to get across I-96 at Okemos Road from Jolly to get to/from Jackson National 

Life. Bill Conklin from Road Commission confirmed that this connection is advancing and 
discussions are surrounding maintenance and funding. 

• Bennett between Holloway and Okemos Road is a priority east/west corridor. 
• Former railroad tunnel exists under 127 just north of Lake Lansing Road at Coleman Road. 

Should be ped/bike used when redeveloped. 
• Priority to link MSU to Lake Lansing in the area of Park Lake Apartments over/across/under 

Grand River. 
• Jolly Road under 127 is dangerous to walk or ride to get to/from work/home. Would like 

improvements to be made. 
• Beaumont Rd from Forest to Collins is heavily used by cyclists but dangerous due to curves in 

road.  
• Frandor Area where Grand River/Saginaw all meet is impossible. Go through parking lots, etc. 

Proposed route is to use Vine and Sellers Roads under the expressway. 
• Kalamazoo Rd under 127 has bike lanes but really bad condition and a lot of pot holes. 
• Crosstown Bicycle Route Map is online at biketcba.org 
• Clemens over 496 – can’t easily get into protected bike lane – poor design. Same issue with 

Aurelius and Jolly going north. 
• Aurelius Road from Mt. Hope south is at a severe angle and rutted. So it’s not used at all by 

bikes. 
• There is a Michigan Capital Corridor Study – It’s on Tri County Website. Grand River through the 

region is a priority corridor. 
• Tri-County mentioned a citizen performed a bridge assessment for bicylist ratings and will 

provide for analysis 



• Coordination continuing with CATA regarding bike lanes, bus stops, shelters, racks, etc. would be 
helpful. 

• More bike lane striping – better signage 
• Hagadorn Road is dangerous at railroad tracks and Hannah Shopping Center 
• Resident concerned over operation and maintenance of facilities for disabled and elderly. 

Policies on Non Motorized Facilities should be reviewed by MDOT. 
• Trails with Rails discussed in connection with Inter Urban Trail 
• Interested in gap for connections on the east area of US 127 in vicinity of Jolly Road. 
• Priority to make east/west connection between Abbott Road Park and Park Lake Road. 
• Challenges in Lansing: 

o Lake Lansing Road under 127, and Saginaw under 127 
o Curve on W. Saginaw, just west of Oakland 
o Waverly Road between St. Joe and the river 
o Intersection of Lansing Road, W. Main, 496 

-  
 
 
 



MDOT University Region: 
Regional Non-Motorized Transportation Plan 
 
 
Outreach Meeting: Draft Plan Review  
April 13, 2015 
4:00 – 7:00 pm 
Jackson City Hall 
 
 
Meeting Notes 
  
Attendees 12 people attended the meeting (not including consultants or MDOT staff) 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
General Notes and Map Changes 
 

• Add proposed shared use trail along Ann Arbor Road (Leoni Twp) heading east to join up with 
the proposed Grass Lake shared use trails. Source: County Commissioner via Region 2. 

• The proposed shared use trail on the eastern edge of the County, along Willis seems to be 
incorrect because there is no way to cross the freeway in that location. Assumed that this line 
work is not accurate (from Grass Lake and 5 Healthy Towns) and was supposed to be shown 
crossing 94 via Race Road. Will confirm with Grass Lake and 5 Healthy Towns. Sent email to Matt 
at 5 Healthy Towns on 4.16.15 to clarify. 

• Edit maps to remove “Governor’s Showcase Trail” label pointing to the Jackson to Lakeland Trail. 
This is Iron Belle. 

• Move “yellow” line work that designates a proposed regional corridor in the area south of the 
City of Jackson. Instead of following 127 south out of Jackson, use South Street, Francis and 
McDevitt. 

• There are several options still in discussion related to how the Jackson to Lakeland Connector 
will traverse around the Correctional Facility and connect into downtown Jackson. These 
conversations are on-going and do not constitute a map change at this time. 

• It is unclear if the proposed shared use trail from McDevitt south to Clark Lake will be feasible. 
There are some that indicate this is a former rail corridor that has reverted ownership back to 
others. Some indicated that they believe Consumers Energy owns the corridor and a trail may be 
possible. If it’s not feasible, the regional corridor would likely shift over to 127. 

• Region 2 staff brought maps of a recently submitted Jackson/Summit Trust Fund project with 
proposed side paths and shared use paths along Horton Road, Fourth Street and through 
parkland in order to connect additional areas and resources together with the Inter-City Trail 
and Falling Waters Trail. These modifications were made to the GIS database at the meeting. 

 
Priorities/Issues/Concerns 

• It was indicated that 2 trails exist under 94 and one is a Consumers Energy property. Are they in 
use? Just west of Cooper Street Bridge. 

• Consider a DNR staging area west of the prison property. Possibly at/near a nearby building that 
the MDNR owns? 



• How do you get over 94 heading north/south?  
• Extend Ann Arbor Road trail to east toward Race Road. 
• Willis Road on eastside of County is all dirt – probably shouldn’t be regional corridor? 
• Use Race Road to cross under I-94 and connect to Seymore Road and the Portage Lake 

Campground. 
• M-50 as a route to the northwest – Springport is very narrow 
• Lenawee County Kiwanis Club – top 2 priorities are to extend the Kiwanis Trail into Tecumseh 

and the US-223 Bypass Trail. MDOT has granted permission to proceed with engineering of the 
Bypass Trail. MDOT notes that waiting to hear from FHWA and MDOT internal discussions 
regarding trails along limited access roads.  

• Equestrians use the Lakeland Trail around Stockbridge and Falling Waters Trail. Might need to 
expand to allow for the multiple uses. Too narrow for peds, bikes and horses as currently built. 



MDOT University Region: 
Regional Non-Motorized Transportation Plan 
 
 
Outreach Meeting: Draft Plan Review  
April 16, 2015 
4:00 – 7:00 pm 
Foster Center (Lansing) 
 
 
Meeting Notes 
  
Attendees 19 people attended the meeting (not including consultants or MDOT staff) 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
General Notes and Map Changes 
 

• Ask Ingham County Road Commission for their map of existing and proposed paved shoulders. 
Existing wide paved shoulders are missing from the maps. 

• Discuss with MDOT input related to shifting the Regional Corridor from M-52 east over to 
Morrice, Elm, Searls. And from M-36 north to Columbia. MDOT preference is for M-52 to stay as 
Regional Corridor so it get improvements for peds/bikes. Even though a bike route might be on 
a lower volume road. 

• Check for existing side path from Haslett Road. Park Lake Road along Saginaw Road marked on 
Ingham County Map. 

• Existing 2015 bike lane construction in Meridian Township and marked on map. 
• Protected bike lane under railroad bridge on Lansing Road. 
• Additional shared paths and bike lanes hand marked on maps in Lansing via Andy Kilpatrick. 
• Via email from Rebecca Goodwin – Bath Twp Parks and Rec: Bath Twp. residents would love to 

see a path from the Webster Road/I69 area.  Travelling east along I69 to the Nichols Road 
overpass this would provide a safe route for those wishing to visit Wiswasser Park.  If the path 
continued along I69 it could also provide a route to the Upton Road overpass.  By exiting here, 
walking enthusiasts could travel south to access the Haslett area walking paths.  This could lead 
to many other paths in the Greater Lansing area. Another idea would be to provide a path from 
the  Webster Road/I69 area.  Travelling west along I69 to the State Road overpass would provide 
connectivity to the East Lansing area walking paths along Coolidge Road.  This could lead to 
many other paths in the Greater Lansing area as well as the East Lansing Water Park and Soccer 
Fields along Chandler Road.  

• Via email from Clay – Eaton Co Parks and Rec:  Unfortunately I cannot make Thursday’s meeting 
at Foster.  I do have one comment or addition I guess to the Eaton County section.  I thought it 
was included originally but there is going to be a proposed shared use path in the Potterville 
area that will eventually connect Fox Memorial County Park with Lake Alliance City Park.  The 
county and city have had some discussions in years past and now will be placing this proposed 
shared section in the updated county parks master plan and in the city plan when it is 
updated.  The exact route is not yet determined but it will connect to the already existing path 
around Lake Alliance Park.  



 
 
Priorities/Issues/Concerns 

• Further planning is needed to connect Meridian to Williamstown Township 
• Wide shoulder along Jolly Road would be good to close gap 
• Sharing facilities and planning for MDOT facilities with no-mo facilities is important for all users 

and for complete streets 
• Issues with shown Regional Corridors – in several cases they are not the routes used by cyclists. 



COUNTY PLANS AND INITIATIVES

PLAN TITLE LEAD AGENCY STATUS DATE OF PLAN CONTACT WEB PAGE TYPE OF PLAN PDF IN HAND

Clinton County Parks and Recreation Open Space Plan 2008-2012 Clinton County Adopted/Approved 2008 http://www.clinton-county.org/Departments/ParksandGreenSpaceCommission/ParkandRecreationPlan.aspx Recreation Plan Yes

Ingham Parks and Recreation Commission Ingham County Adopted/Approved 2010 http://pk.ingham.org/MasterPlans.aspx Recreation Plan Yes

Eaton County Master Plan Eaton County Adopted/Approved 2011 http://www.eatoncounty.org/images/Departments/Community%20Development/Eaton%20County%20Master%20Plan%20with%20Bellevue%20Twp.pdf Transportation Master Plan Yes

Lenawee County Non Motorized Plan One Lenawee In Progress NA http://www.lenaweenow.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/One-Lenawee-Steering-Cmte-19Jun14.pdf Trail Plan No



MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL PLANS AND INITIATIVES

PLAN TITLE LEAD AGENCY STATUS DATE OF PLAN CONTACT WEB PAGE TYPE OF PLAN PDF IN HAND

JACTS 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan Region 2 Planning Commission Adopted/Approved 2013 http://www.region2planning.com/website/Committees.asp?CID=7 Transportation Master Plan Yes

Clinton, Ingham, Eaton Non Motorized Plans Tri County Reg Planning Comm Completed 2008 http://www.tri-co.org/Maps%20Index/MAPS%20INDEX.html Trail Plan Yes

Bicycle Facility Guide for Rec Riding in NW Ohio and SE Michigan Toledo Met Area COG Completed 2009 http://www.tmacog.org/Transportation/bike_guide_08_09.pdf Bike/Ped Yes

University Region Road and Trail Bicycling Guide MDOT Completed 2008 http://www.michigan.gov/mdot/0,1607,7-151-9615_11223-146053--,00.html Bike/Ped Yes

Village of Jonesville and Fayette Township Joint Recreation Plan Region 2 Planning Commission Adopted/Approved 2009 www.region2planning.com Recreation Plan Yes



JURISDICTIONAL PLANS AND INITIATIVES

PLAN TITLE LEAD AGENCY STATUS DATE OF PLAN CONTACT WEB PAGE TYPE OF PLAN PDF IN HAND

Delhi Township Non Motorized Plan Delhi Township Adopted/Approved 2007 http://www.delhitownship.com/CommunityDevelopment-nmt.htm Trail Plan Yes
Meridian Township Green Open Space Plan Meridian Township Adopted/Approved 2004 www,greenwaycollaborative.com Recreation Plan Yes
A Non Motorized Transportation Assessment City of Jackson Completed 2005 www.region2planning.com Trail Plan Yes
Destination Downtown: Connecting People through Greenspace and Art City of Jackson Completed 2005 www.region2planning.com Recreation Plan Yes
Sumerset Township Parks and Recreation Plan Sumerset Township Adopted/Approved 2002 www.region2planning.com Recreation Plan Yes
Village of Deerfield Parks and Recreation Plan Village of Deerfield Adopted/Approved 2005 www.region2planning.com Recreation Plan Yes



FACILITY SPECIFIC PLANS AND INITIATIVES

PLAN TITLE LEAD AGENCY STATUS
DATE OF 

PLAN
CONTACT WEB PAGE

Airline Trail Michigan Trails and Greenways Alliance

Paul Henry Thornapple Trail Thornapple Trail Association Completed NA http://trailsmichigan.com/

Lansing River Trail NA Completed NA http://trailsmichigan.com/

Fred Meijer River Valley Trails Network NA Completed NA http://trailsmichigan.com/

Falling Waters Trail NA Completed NA

www.fallingwatertrail.org



GIS Data
DATASET LEAD AGENCY DATE CONTACT WEB PAGE TYPE OF DATA

MDOT U Region Bike Map MDOT 2008 www.greenwaycollab.com Bicycle Facilities
SEMCOG Metro Region Nonmotorized Facilities SEMCOG\MDOT 2014 www.semcog.org Nonmotorized Facilities
Roads Michigan DTMB 2014 http://www.mcgi.state.mi.us/mgdl/ Roads
Tri County GIS Nonmotorized Related Data Tri County 2014 www.tri-co.org Nonmotorized Facilities
Region 2 Planning Commission Nonmotorized Region 2 2014 www.region2planning.com Nonmotorized Facilities
Lenawee County GIS Nonmotorized Data Lenawee County NA www.lenawee.mi.us Nonmotorized Facilities
Genesee County Met Planning Commission GCMPC NA www.co.genesee.mi.us Nonmotorized Facilities
TIP KML Data conversion to GIS MDOT/Greenway Collab NA walkbikemichigan.com Nonmotorized Facilities

Saginaw Area GIS Authority 2014 www.sagagis.org Nonmotorized Facilities
Sufficiency Data MDOT 2014 NA 4 foot shoulders Sufficiency Data
Southwest Region MDOT NA Nonmotorized Facilities


