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Purpose: 
 

This DRAFT document may be useful as a resource for individuals interested in developing a Non-Motorized Plan 
(NMP) for their community.    Regarding the term “NMP”, Norm Cox, President of The Greenway Collaborative, Inc. 
when meeting with Bike Friendly Kalamazoo  (BFK), offered this insightful commentary:   
  

A "non-motorized plan" can be a bit of a misnomer even though the term is commonly used.  A multi-modal 
plan or a complete streets plan may be the better moniker.  Pedestrians and bicyclists cannot be looked at in 
isolation.  What you end up doing is looking at all of the road users and rebalancing streets and networks.  The 
plan will have an impact on transit, trucks and private motor vehicles. We tend to look at a street or network 
and say how can we make this function better for everyone and make it safer.  Many of the recommendations 
in our plans could be justified simply by the safety improvements for motor vehicles alone.  

  

This resource guide and subsequent sample NMP were created by a group of BFK volunteers after reviewing the 
NMPs from multiple locales inside and outside of Michigan: 
 
Emily Betros Dale Krueger Carol Newton Paul Sotherland 
Marsha Drouin Kendall Klingelsmith Ron Reid Geoff Wilson 
Paul Guthrie Greg Milliken Cara Smith  

Marc Irwin Paul Manstrom Paul Selden  

 
In addition to the external links listed elsewhere in this document, the Bike Friendly Kalamazoo website 
www.bikefriendlykalamazoo.org is a local resource packed with information.  The “Resources” section has multiple 
links, categorized into “Cost, Benefits & Statistics”, “Ideas in Practice”, “Organizations”, “Planning & Policy 
Examples”, “Standards and Guidelines”, and “Infrastructure Planning Comments” sections.  The site is also a great 
resource for local bicycle route options. 
 

 

                      
 
There are two sections of this document.    
  

 Section I is a listing of web links to the NMP and other resources of the communities the BFK group reviewed 
and found most helpful.   The best use of this document is to first delve into these links and discover the 
exciting and significant progress being made across the state and nation in promoting bicycling and its 
benefits to safety, health, environment and the overall quality of life in a community.  
   

 Section II is a sample NMP created from a compilation of the various sites noted in Section I.    
 

http://www.bikefriendlykalamazoo.org/
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SECTION I     
  

The Internet holds a tremendous wealth of materials related to Non-Motorized Plans (NMP).   What follows is a 
brief listing of several of those resources and a brief description of what can be found on each site.     
 
 

Table of Contents: 
 

1. National and Statewide Resources 
 People for Bikes 
 Michigan Department of Transportation 
 League of Michigan Bicyclists 
 Michigan Complete Streets Coalition 

  
2. Examples of NMP from Michigan Communities or Regions 

 Ann Arbor 
 Ferndale 
 Genesee County 
 Grand Rapids 
 Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study 
 Kalamazoo Township 
 Mt. Pleasant Area 
 Novi 
 Portage 
 Royal Oak 
 Southwest Michigan Non-Motorized Transportation Plan 

  
3. Examples of NMP from Communities outside of Michigan 

 
 

1.      National and Statewide Resources 

 People for Bikes 
http://www.peopleforbikes.org/pages/our-work 

People for Bikes is an national bicycling advocacy group.   Highlights from their web site include the “Our Work” 
link with information on Political Work, Resources, Statistics and more.   From the “Get Local” link you can click on 
a map to learn what is happening in Michigan and elsewhere in the country.  

 
 

http://www.peopleforbikes.org/pages/our-work
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Michigan Department of Transportation – Bicycling in Michigan 
http://www.michigan.gov/mdot/0,4616,7-151-9615_11223---,00.html 

 
MDOT has a wealth of resources related to bicycling.  The bicycling site has sections on Safety, Planning & Design, 
Research, Funding Projects, Policy & Law, Safe Routes to School, Maps and Brochures.   
 

 
 

 
 

League of Michigan Bicyclists       
http://www.lmb.org/index.php?Itemid=311 

 

         
 
 

 

Michigan Complete Streets Coalition 
https://michigancompletestreets.wordpress.com/tag/non-motorized-plans/ 

 
“Building roadways that move people, not just automobiles”.  This site has links to policy resources on “Complete 
Streets”, which is an integral element to a Non-Motorized Plan 
 

 
 

The LMB Advocacy Toolkit  
link  has an extensive listing of 
a variety of resources and 
topics, including Complete 
Streets, Citizens Guides, Laws, 
Statistics, Bicycle Facility 
References and much more.  

http://www.michigan.gov/mdot/0,4616,7-151-9615_11223---,00.html
http://www.lmb.org/index.php?Itemid=311
https://michigancompletestreets.wordpress.com/tag/non-motorized-plans/


Non Motorized Plan (NMP) Resource -DRAFT                                                       Bike Friendly Kalamazoo (BFK)         
 

Released For Public Comment June 29, 2016  Page 4  
 

2.   Examples of NMP from Michigan Communities or Regions 

Ann Arbor 
Transportation Plan 

http://www.a2gov.org/departments/systems-planning/planning-areas/transportation/Pages/default.aspx 

 

 
 
Ann Arbor has a very comprehensive web resource for bicycling as relates to transportation & recreation.  The link above 

provides a wealth of information for bicyclists.   Other tabs to the left link to multiple related topics including the NMP: 

http://www.a2gov.org/Documents/Ann%20Arbor%20NTP%20Update%202013.pdf 
 

Of particular interest is Section 3.4 “School Transportation” where it discusses ways to educate and get people 
involved as well as ways to collect input following implementation.   Section 3.5 “Public Awareness” discusses ways 
to engage the populace and raise awareness.  Section 3.6 “Education” provides tools for education.  

 
Ferndale 

City of Ferndale Multi-Modal Transportation Plan 
http://ferndalemoves.com/plan/ 

 

 
 
This plan is presented in a very on-line friendly manner. The link above first brings you to a page with the contents 
of the plan as shown in the graphic above.  In addition, there is a Google Drive link: 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B_F4fZwInbbFOWNKQnkwOVNxVjQ/edit?usp=sharing&pli=1 
 
Residing on Google Drive it has unlimited interactive potential and it has links to specific the components of the 
plan (where even more links to details are located) plus links to the both the world of bicycling and non-motorized 
planning in general. 

http://www.a2gov.org/departments/systems-planning/planning-areas/transportation/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.a2gov.org/Documents/Ann%20Arbor%20NTP%20Update%202013.pdf
http://ferndalemoves.com/plan/
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B_F4fZwInbbFOWNKQnkwOVNxVjQ/edit?usp=sharing&pli=1
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Genesee County 

The Genesee County Metropolitan Planning Commission     
http://gcmpc.org/non-motorized/ 

 

 
 

From the link above, click on the 2014 Regional Non-Motorized Trail Plan icon to open the 172 page document.   
The opening section titled “Purpose and Process”  (pages 6-8) and has a nice vision statement and a helpful  
“How to Use This Plan” section.   

Grand Rapids 
Balanced Transportation Section of the Green Grand Rapids Plan 

http://grcity.us/design-and-development-services/Planning-
Department/Documents/GGR_REPORT_3_1_12_low%20rz.pdf 

      

  
 
 

The document is a comprehensive 
overview of Green Initiatives in Grand 
Rapids, including alternatives to travel 
by car.  Section 2.0 “Balanced 
Transportation” which begins on page 
17  with a concise Visions and Green 
Priorities intro to the transportation 
plan.  It then has sections on Complete 
Streets, Off-street Bicycle & Pedestrian 
Trails,  and  Objectives and Policies,  
 

http://gcmpc.org/non-motorized/
http://grcity.us/design-and-development-services/Planning-Department/Documents/GGR_REPORT_3_1_12_low%20rz.pdf
http://grcity.us/design-and-development-services/Planning-Department/Documents/GGR_REPORT_3_1_12_low%20rz.pdf
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Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study 
The Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Greater Kalamazoo Area 

https://katsmpo.files.wordpress.com/2015/02/addendum-non-motorized-element-updated-4-6-2016.pdf 
 

 
 

Kalamazoo Township 
http://www.ktwp.org/Portals/16/Community/141208%20Full%20NM%20Report-no%20appendix.pdf 

 

This is an example of an efficient NMP from a smaller community.  
 

 
 

Mt Pleasant Area 
Non-Motorized Plan – Charter Township of Union 

http://www.uniontownshipmi.com/Portals/0/Documents/Community%20Information/bike%20walk/Reduced
%20Greater%20Mt%20Pleasant%20Area%20Non-Motorized%20Plan.pdf 

 

 
 
This is a very detailed plan (338) pages with extensive analysis, maps and plans.   The “Design Guidelines” section 
(pages 175-244) is a very complete resource for planning non-motorized facilities.  
 

In addition to extensive maps of the 
current and proposed non-motorized 
facilities in the Kalamazoo area, this draft 
plan has a comprehensive listing of 
proposed non-motorized projects in the 
region (pages 141-148).  

 

https://katsmpo.files.wordpress.com/2015/02/addendum-non-motorized-element-updated-4-6-2016.pdf
http://www.ktwp.org/Portals/16/Community/141208%20Full%20NM%20Report-no%20appendix.pdf
http://www.uniontownshipmi.com/Portals/0/Documents/Community%20Information/bike%20walk/Reduced%20Greater%20Mt%20Pleasant%20Area%20Non-Motorized%20Plan.pdf
http://www.uniontownshipmi.com/Portals/0/Documents/Community%20Information/bike%20walk/Reduced%20Greater%20Mt%20Pleasant%20Area%20Non-Motorized%20Plan.pdf
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Novi 
http://www.cityofnovi.org/Community/Ride-and-Walk-Novi.aspx#NoMo2011 

 
From the link above there are six additional links to sections of the NMP.  Novi summarizes their planned routes by 
function.  They assign a more auto friendly or more bike friendly status to roadways and dedicate additional space 
to bike/pedestrian exclusive use. 
 

 
 

Portage 
http://portagemi.gov/FilesCustom/HtmlEditor/files/Portage%20Road%20Road%20Diet%20Study%203-30-16.pdf 

 
This study is an example of the implementation of a “road diet” to increase safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.  It 
shows the level great level of detail and data that can go into non-motorized decisions.  
 

 
 
 

Royal Oak 
http://www.ci.royal-oak.mi.us/sites/default/files/meetings/City%20Commission/2011/1003-238-

11%20Attachment%201.pdf 

                                                       

 
 

For a larger city, this NMP is 
relatively compact. The “Policy 
Recommendations” section 
(pages 14-17) is concise and 
well stated.  

http://www.cityofnovi.org/Community/Ride-and-Walk-Novi.aspx#NoMo2011
http://portagemi.gov/FilesCustom/HtmlEditor/files/Portage%20Road%20Road%20Diet%20Study%203-30-16.pdf
http://www.ci.royal-oak.mi.us/sites/default/files/meetings/City%20Commission/2011/1003-238-11%20Attachment%201.pdf
http://www.ci.royal-oak.mi.us/sites/default/files/meetings/City%20Commission/2011/1003-238-11%20Attachment%201.pdf
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Southwest Michigan Non-Motorized Transportation Plan 
(Allegan, Barry, Berrien, Branch, Calhoun, Cass, Kalamazoo, St. Joseph, Van Buren) 

http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mdot/SW_MI_Final_Plan_9_21_2011_369277_7.pdf 
 

 
 
 
 
 

3. Communities outside of Michigan 
 
These cities have been recognized as bicycle friendly.  These web sites have links to Non-Motorized Plans, as well 
as extensive safety, education and facility resources.   
 

Boston, MA: http://www.cityofboston.gov/bikes/  

Chicago, IL : http://www.cityofchicago.org/city/en/depts/cdot/provdrs/bike.html 

Denver, CO:  https://www.denvergov.org/content/denvergov/en/bicycling-in-denver.html 

Madison, WI:  https://www.cityofmadison.com/bikeMadison/ 

Minneapolis, MN: http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/bicycles/ 

 Portland, OR: https://www.portlandoregon.gov/transportation/34772 

Seattle, WA: http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/bikemaps.htm 

Washington DC: http://ddot.dc.gov/bikes 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This plan, Developed by the Southwest 
Michigan Planning Commission with 
funding from the Michigan Department of 
Transportation, has an emphasis on 
connecting the various non-motorized 
facilities of communities into a regional 
system.  
 

http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mdot/SW_MI_Final_Plan_9_21_2011_369277_7.pdf
http://www.cityofboston.gov/bikes/
http://www.cityofchicago.org/city/en/depts/cdot/provdrs/bike.html
https://www.denvergov.org/content/denvergov/en/bicycling-in-denver.html
https://www.cityofmadison.com/bikeMadison/
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/bicycles/
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/transportation/34772
http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/bikemaps.htm
http://ddot.dc.gov/bikes
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SECTION II 
 
This section is a sample NMP.  It was created from elements of the various sites noted in Section I.   It must be 
recognized that specific details would be essential in creating a NMP for any community.  What is presented here is 
a compilation of examples.  The website or entity referenced as the example for each portion of the NMP is listed 
for each section.  

 Table of Contents: 

1. Resolution of Approval 
2. Executive Summary 
3. Goals & Benefits 
4. Design Elements and Considerations 
5. Municipal Ordinance and Policy Recommendations 
6. Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Network  
7. Proposed Non-Motorized Network 
8. Safety (Analysis/Current Data) 
9. Public Participation Process 
10. Community Awareness & Education 
11. Project Costs  
12. Project Funding 

 

1. Resolution of Approval   
Example from: City of Berkley, Michigan 
https://michigancompletestreets.wordpress.com/2010/10/05/berkley-unanimously-approves-complete-streets-
resolution/        

 
A RESOLUTION  
of the Council of the City of Berkley, Michigan Supporting a “Complete Streets” Policy for the City of Berkley  
 
WHEREAS, “Complete Streets” are defined as a design framework that enables safe and convenient access for all users, 
including pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders, and drivers of all ages and abilities; and  
 
WHEREAS, “Complete Streets” are achieved when transportation agencies routinely plan, design, construct, re- 
construct, operate, and maintain the transportation network to improve travel conditions for bicyclists, pedestrians, 
transit, and freight in a manner consistent with, and supportive of, the surrounding community; and  
 
WHEREAS, development of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit infrastructure offers long-term cost savings and 
opportunities to create safe and convenient non-motorized travel; and  
 
WHEREAS, streets that support and invite multiple uses, including safe, active, and ample space for pedestrians, 
bicycles, and transit are more conducive to the public life and efficient movement of people than streets designed 
primarily to move automobiles; and  
 
WHEREAS, increasing active transportation (e.g., walking, bicycling and use public transportation) offers the potential 
for improved public health, economic development, a cleaner environment, reduced transportation costs, enhanced 
community connections, social equity, and more livable communities; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Berkley’s Master Plan was last adopted in January 2007 and addresses multiple forms of 
transportation including roads, mass transportation, and non motorized transportation; and  

https://michigancompletestreets.wordpress.com/2010/10/05/berkley-unanimously-approves-complete-streets-resolution/
https://michigancompletestreets.wordpress.com/2010/10/05/berkley-unanimously-approves-complete-streets-resolution/


Non Motorized Plan (NMP) Resource -DRAFT                                                       Bike Friendly Kalamazoo (BFK)         
 

Released For Public Comment June 29, 2016  Page 10  
 

 
WHEREAS, “Complete Streets” principles have been and continue to be adopted nation-wide at state, county, MPO, 
and city levels in the interest of proactive planning and adherence to federal regulation that guide transportation 
planning organizations to promote multi-modal transportation options and accessibility for all users; and  
 
WHEREAS, in response to the Complete Streets Initiative, the State of Michigan adopted an amendment to the 
Planning Enabling Act in 2010 stating that a community’s master plan shall include all components of a transportation 
system and their interconnectivity including streets and bridges, public transit, bicycle facilities, pedestrian ways, 
freight facilities and routes, port facilities, railroad facilities, and airports, to provide for the safe and efficient 
movement of people and goods in a manner that is appropriate to the context of the community and, as applicable, 
considers all legal users of the public right-of-way.  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF BERKLEY RESOLVES: 
SECTION 1: That the Council of the City of Berkley hereby declares its support of “Complete Streets” policies.  
SECTION 2: That the Planning Commission is hereby directed to begin preparing a master plan amendment to include 
an expanded section on multimodal transportation in accordance with the Planning Enabling Act.  
Introduced and Passed at a Regular Meeting of the Berkley City Council on Monday, October 4, 2010.  

 

2. Executive Summary    
Example from: Genesee County Michigan 
http://gcmpc.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/2014-Genesee-County-Regional-Non-Motorized-Tech-

Report_January20151.pdf     

 
The Genesee County Regional Non-Motorized Plan provides a framework for creating an interconnected system of 
trailways throughout Genesee County.  
 
The goals of this plan and initiative are: trail connectivity, alternative transportation, safety for all users, recreational 
opportunities, and providing resources for implementation and education.  
 
Trails provide many benefits to the community including an improved transportation system, health and safety, 
environmental preservation and economic vitality for the community. Trailways are an important component of 
creating a livable community and attracting a talented workforce to Genesee County.  
 
There are over 81 miles of non-motorized pathways in Genesee County, yet they are not interconnected. In this plan 
you will discover potential trail connections identified with help from local communities, trail advocates, 
transportation planners, educational institutions, and public input. Every area of the county has some potential trail 
connections outlined in this plan.  
 
Design standards and guidelines for good trail development have been outlined. Funding and implementation 
strategies are also included.  
 
A trail way finding system for Genesee County is incorporated into this plan with informational signage that provides 
distance, direction and destination information. The signage standards described herein bring uniformity to the trail 
network while also allowing for personalization for each trail and local community.  Resources for new trail 
development are included and contact information on new initiatives locally and statewide that can benefit Genesee 
County’s non- motorized planning efforts.  
 
The Genesee County Regional Non-Motorized Plan includes priority tiers for trail development and recommendations 
for next steps to continue the development of non-motorized pathways in Genesee County.  

 

3. Goals & Benefits     
Example from: KATS, Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study 

  https://katsmpo.files.wordpress.com/2015/02/addendum-non-motorized-element-updated-4-6-2016.pdf  
 

Transportation and Accessibility Options: Non-motorized facilities give people the option to walk, bike, or access 
public transit if they choose. With more than 50% of older Americans who do not drive staying home on a given day 

http://gcmpc.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/2014-Genesee-County-Regional-Non-Motorized-Tech-Report_January20151.pdf
http://gcmpc.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/2014-Genesee-County-Regional-Non-Motorized-Tech-Report_January20151.pdf
https://katsmpo.files.wordpress.com/2015/02/addendum-non-motorized-element-updated-4-6-2016.pdf
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because they lack transportation options, a comprehensive Non-motorized network is crucial to the mobility of some 
segments of the population. In fact, the U.S. Census Bureau projects that by 2025, the portion of the population over 
the age of 65 will increase by 8%, totaling 62 million persons. As these individuals age, many will give up driving for 
safety’s sake, so nearly 20% of the population will rely upon alternative forms of transportation, particularly walking. 
Beyond the aging populace, there is a social equity component to the provision of alternate forms of transportation. 
According to the National Household Transportation Survey, urban households without cars bicycle to work nearly 
three-and-a-half times more than households with one car.  There are fewer recreational facilities such as parks and 
trails available in areas where low-income or minority populations live, while the demand for such free facilities may 
be greater. The disabled community is also in dire need of pedestrian accommodation. If additional Non-motorized 
connections to transit stops are provided, the accessibility options for disabled and elderly populations would be 
expanded. A more complete Non-motorized network will increase the viability of pedestrian and bicycle 
transportation as options and provide a mode for those who are unable or unwilling to use motorized vehicles.  
 
Supports Transit: For people who choose to use transit as their preferred mode of travel and those for which it is the 
only option, Non-motorized facilities support the transit system by providing access to transit stops. Walking and 
biking facilities that tie into the transit network are critical for optimal efficiency of the transit system. Locally, 
Kalamazoo Metro’s provision of bicycle racks on mainline bus routes emphasizes the connection between transit and 
Non-motorized transportation. See Appendix A for more information about Metro Transit’s bus routes.  
 
Air Quality: Regional air quality is an issue for West Michigan, especially as the region has previously been in “non-
attainment” with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for ground-level ozone pollution. The majority of this 
ozone pollution is caused by motor vehicles, which account for 72% of nitrogen oxides and 52% of reactive 
hydrocarbons, which are principal components of ozone smog. Poor air quality due to motorized vehicle emissions 
contributes to respiratory problems, especially for the very young and elderly.  
 
Economic  
Reduced Congestion  
Traffic congestion creates an annual $121 billion cost to the U.S. economy in the form of 5.5 billion lost hours and 2.9 
billion gallons of wasted fuel. In Kalamazoo, the estimated annual cost per traveler for traffic congestion is $515 every 
year.  While some trips are not suited to Non-motorized transportation, many trips could be diverted to this mode, 
and it doesn’t take large reductions in driving to see dramatic improvements in traffic congestion. Every private 
automobile that is removed from the road reduces the traffic congestion.  
 
Cost Savings  
According to the American Automobile Association (AAA), owning and operating a new sedan in 2012 cost an average 
of 59.6 cents per mile, or $8,946 per year, when driven 15,000 miles annually. The cost of ownership accounts for 
more than 15% of a typical household’s income. In contrast, the cost of operating a bicycle for a year is $155. 
 
In Michigan, one mile of 4-foot wide concrete sidewalk costs approximately $63,400 while one mile of 10-foot wide 
asphalt shared-use path costs about $160,000. Materials for installing a bicycle lane on both sides of the street cost 
$1,700 per mile and four-foot wide asphalt wide shoulders on existing roads run about $100,000 per mile. The 
inclusion of bike lanes and shared use paths in the initial development and redevelopment of the road networks could 
save money in the long run by avoiding expensive retrofitting of these facilities later.  
 
Economic Development  
There is an economic development component to expanding Non-motorized transportation that relates to the bicycle 
industry, as well as property value, tourism, and the overall quality of life of communities. The U.S. bicycle industry 
generated over $6 billion in sales in 2014 and approximately 6,200 specialty bike dealers do business across the 
nation. These independent shops are community hubs, providing personalized service, sponsoring local events, and 
spearheading efforts to build bike facilities.  
 
Non-motorized transportation facilities have also been used as a centerpiece to attract homebuyers. According to the 
Bureau of Transportation Statistics, 79.1 million, or 38%, of all Americans feel the availability of bikeways, walking 
paths, and sidewalks for getting to work, shopping, and recreation is very important in choosing where to live.  These 
housing preferences are translated to property values. Real estate market research has consistently shown that 
people are willing to pay more for homes and property within close proximity to recreational parks and facilities. 
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Research done National Association of Home Builders states that trails and walking and jogging paths are among the 
three community features that would “seriously influence the purchase decision” of a home. 

 
With over 1,300 designated mountain bike and bicycle trails, a great deal of tourism in the State of Michigan is derived 
from the value of our trail systems. While the focus of this planning document is bicycle and Non-motorized 
transportation, recreational use of Non-motorized facilities in our state is an important revenue generator for 
tourism. In 2014, it was estimated that Bicycling provides an estimated $668 million per year in economic benefit to 
Michigan. Above all, Non-motorized options promote the connections that offer access to the jobs and shopping that 
make a community more attractive to both business and prospective employees.  
 
Health  
In 2012, 31.1 % of the Michigan population was considered obese, according to the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention. Obesity is expensive, in terms of health care costs, and it is preventable for the most part. Health care 
costs in 2008 dollars associated with obesity alone were estimated at $147 billion.  Land use and transportation 
planning that encourages and supports physical activity can battle the inactivity associated with obesity and help 
lower these costs. By offering Non-motorized transportation options, physical activity can be incorporated into 
everyday activities. With fewer and fewer Americans achieving the minimal exercise goals, the provision of a system 
of transportation that not only connects them with destinations but also is a means of achieving a healthier lifestyle is 
paramount. In fact, an estimated 32% to 35% of all deaths in the United States attributable to coronary heart disease, 
colon cancer, and diabetes could have been prevented if all persons were highly active. 
 
The United States Surgeon General has recommended at least 30 minutes of moderate exercise every day to overcome 
weight problems in Americans, according to information published by the Department of Health and Human Services. 
The Centers for Disease Control handbook, Promoting Physical Activity Among Adults, praises the dual benefits of 
cycling and walking for improving health and serving a transportation function:  

“the most effective activity regimens may be those that are moderate in intensity, individualized, and 
incorporated into daily activity. Bicycling and walking are healthy modes of transportation that incorporate 
these components. Bicycling or walking to work, school, shopping, or else- where as part of one’s regular day-
to-day routine can be both a sustainable and a time-efficient exercise regimen for maintaining an acceptable 
level of fitness.”  

Walking or bicycling to work, school, or for pleasure is a convenient way people can incorporate exercise into their 
daily lives and improve their health.  

 
Quality of Life  
The benefits of a comprehensive Non-motorized transportation system go beyond the direct benefits to users of the 
system to the public as a whole. In addition to the air quality, health, and economic benefits, an improved Non-
motorized system reduces water and noise pollution associated with automobile use by shifting short trips from 
automobiles to pedestrian options. Also, more Non-motorized transportation options could re- duce the need for 
parking spaces and improve safety for current users, especially the young, old, and disabled. It also fosters community 
connections and interaction and reduces our dependence on fossil fuels. Non- motorized transportation, in addition to 
being an alternative to the automobile, indirectly enhances the quality of life for a community.  

 

4. Design Elements and Considerations    
Example from: Greater Mt. Pleasant Area Non-motorized Plan 
http://www.uniontownshipmi.com/Portals/0/Documents/Community%20Information/bike%20walk/Reduced%20Gre
ater%20Mt%20Pleasant%20Area%20Non-Motorized%20Plan.pdf 

   
One of the most controversial issues with regard to accommodating bicyclists within the road right-of- way is whether 
they are better accommodated in the roadway itself or on a path alongside the road. Also, if bicycles are to be 
accommodated within the roadway, should a portion of the roadway be officially designated for bicycles? When 
addressing these issues, legal rights, safety, travel efficiency, nationally accepted guidelines and conflicts with 
pedestrians need to be considered.  
 
Legal Rights  
Bicyclists, for the most part, are granted the same rights and subject to the same regulations as motorists. There are 
some exceptions, such as their use being restricted from freeways, and some special rules regarding their operation.  

http://www.uniontownshipmi.com/Portals/0/Documents/Community%20Information/bike%20walk/Reduced%20Greater%20Mt%20Pleasant%20Area%20Non-Motorized%20Plan.pdf
http://www.uniontownshipmi.com/Portals/0/Documents/Community%20Information/bike%20walk/Reduced%20Greater%20Mt%20Pleasant%20Area%20Non-Motorized%20Plan.pdf
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Safety  
While it may seem that bicyclists would be safer on a sidewalk bikeway than riding in the roadway, the inverse is 
actually true in most cases for experienced adult cyclists. This is due primarily to the bicycles traveling at a high rate 
of speed in an area where the drivers of turning vehicles are not looking. The more frequent and busy the road and 
driveway intersections are the more chances there are for conflicts.  
 
Travel Efficiency  
One of the most significant drawbacks to bicycling on sidewalks as opposed to bicycling in the roadway is the loss of 
right-of-way when traveling along collectors and arterials. When riding in the roadway of a major road, the vehicular 
traffic on side streets that do not have a traffic light generally yield to the bicyclists on the main road. If riding on a 
sidewalk, the bicyclist generally ends up yielding at those same side streets. In addition, the cyclist must approach 
every driveway with caution due to the visibility issues cited in the previous section and the fact that drivers rarely 
give right-of-way to a bicyclist on sidewalks. As well, the placement of many push-buttons used to trigger walk signals 
are often inconveniently placed for a cyclist. Bicyclists are also required by law to yield to all pedestrians when riding 
on a sidewalk and provide an audible signal of their approach. As the number of pedestrians increase, a bicyclist’s 
progress can be impeded.  
 
The location of sidewalks is often such that when a vehicle on an intersecting driveway or roadway is stopped and 
waiting for traffic to clear on the through road, their position blocks the sidewalk. This requires difficult and often 
dangerous maneuvering to ride around the stopped vehicle. As a result of all of the above factors, bicyclists who are 
using their bike for utilitarian purposes infrequently use sidewalks because they essentially have to yield to all other 
users in the road corridor. Although separate facilities are appropriate in most cases, shared facilities will continue to 
be a preferred facility by some bicyclists in some cases.  
 
Bicycle Lane Visibility Vs. Sidewalk Visibility  
Bicycles traveling in the opposite direction of traffic on sidewalks have significantly greater chance of being hit by a 
vehicle because they are outside of the driver’s typical field of view.  
 
Pedestrian Conflicts  
As the number of bicyclists and pedestrians increase on a shared facility, the number of conflicts increase and 
pedestrians’ comfort decreases. Pedestrians typically travel 2 to 4 miles per hour and bicyclists travel between 8 and 
20 miles per hour. The speed difference is significant and the stealthy nature of a bicycle means that pedestrians 
generally have little to no audible warning of a bicycle approaching from behind. Pedestrians and bicyclists can both 
be severely injured in bicycle / pedestrian crashes.  
 
Nationally Accepted Guidelines  
The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) publishes A Policy on Geometric 
Design of Highways and Streets that is also known as “The Green Book.” This set of guidelines is the primary reference 
for street design used by federal, state, county and local transportation agencies. For guidance on how to 
accommodate bicycles, The Green Book references AASHTO’s Guide for the Development of Bicycles Facilities. Federal 
and most state sources of funding require that bicycle projects conform to these guidelines. AASHTO’s guidelines 
specifically discuss the undesirability of Sidewalks as Shared Use Paths. Sidewalk Bikeways are considered 
unsatisfactory for the all of the reasons listed above. Only under certain limited circumstances do the AASHTO 
guidelines call for Sidewalk Bikeways to be considered. On page 20 of the guidelines these circumstances are spelled 
out as:  

1. To provide bikeway continuity along high speed or heavily traveled roadways having inadequate space for 
bicyclists, and uninterrupted by driveways and intersections for long distances.  

2. On long, narrow bridges. In such cases, ramps should be installed at the sidewalk approaches. If approach 
bikeways are two-way, sidewalk facilities also should be two-way.  
 

Bicycle Quality/Level of Service  
In order to make recommendations on appropriate bike lane widths, the bicycle quality of service model that was 
developed by Sprinkle Consulting, Inc. was utilized. The model is based on data gathered from a wide cross section of 
users who evaluated numerous real world scenarios. A simplified version of this model has been incorporated in the 
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2010 Highway Capacity Manual’s multi-model level of service evaluation. The following summarizes the key factors 
for bicyclists.  
 
Key Factors (in order of statistical significance):  

1. Presence of bicycle lane or paved shoulder  
2. Proximity of bicyclists to motorized vehicles  
3. Motorized vehicle volume  
4. Motorized vehicle speed  
5. Motorized vehicle type (percent truck/commercial traffic)  
6. Pavement condition  
7. The amount of on-street parking  

  
Bicycle Spatial Requirements  
Bicycle spatial requirements vary greatly given the variety of bicycle styles out there. Tricycles, tandems, recumbent 
all have different special requirement. For a typical two wheel bicycle, a stationary bicyclist is only about 2’ wide. But 
when in motion, the bicyclist requires 5’ of width to operate. The extra space is required for essential maneuvering 
and to provide a comfortable lateral clearance. Thus, a path that is capable of having two bicyclists comfortably pass 
each other needs to be 10’ wide.  
 
Additional Considerations  
Children Riding on Sidewalks – Young children will most likely continue to ride bicycles on sidewalks even if on-road 
facilities are provided. The risks previously mentioned still hold true, but factors such as unfamiliarity with traffic and 
the limited depth perception typical of young children should also be considered when choosing the most appropriate 
facility to use. Also, young children, in general, may be riding at lower speeds than adults.  
 
Adults Riding on Sidewalks – Even with the presence of on-road bicycle facilities, many adults will not feel 
comfortable riding in the roadway in some or all situations. It should be recognized that the choice to ride in the road 
or on a sidewalk will vary with each individual’s skills, weather and roadway conditions.  
 
Transition Points – One of the difficulties in creating a system where bicycle travel is accommodated within a 
patchwork of on- and off-road facilities is the transition from one facility to the other. The point where the bicyclist 
leaves the sidewalk to join the roadway is especially difficult at intersections.  
 
Redundancy of Facilities – Bicyclists are not restricted from riding in most roadways, nor is it likely that bicyclists will 
ever be required to ride on a Sidewalk Bikeway given their known safety issues. Therefore, the presence of bicycles in 
the roadway should be anticipated. Any off-road facilities that are constructed should be viewed as supplemental to 
accommodations within the roadway.  
 
Driver and Bicyclist Behavior – There is ample room for improvement to the behavior of bicyclists and motorists alike 
in the way they currently share (or don’t share) the roadway. Community education programs coupled with 
enforcement programs are the best approach for addressing this issue.  
 
Passing on the Right – In a shared roadway scenario, it is dangerous for a bicyclist to pass a line of cars on the right. 
Bike lanes have the important advantage of allowing bicyclists to safely pass a line of cars waiting at an intersection. 
Much like the rewards for carpoolers traveling in a high occupancy vehicle lane, a bike lane gives bicyclists preference 
in moving through congested areas. Bikes can move to the front of an intersection more easily, allowing for better 
visibility and safer integration among motor vehicles, as well faster travel.  

 

5.  Municipal Ordinance and Policy Recommendations 
  Example from: City of Royal Oak, Michigan 

http://www.ci.royal-oak.mi.us/sites/default/files/meetings/City%20Commission/2011/1003-238-
11%20Attachment%201.pdf 
 

In addition to a robust non-motorized transportation network, Royal Oak can benefit from the adoption of  ordinances 
and policies in place to promote safe, convenient and comfortable walking and biking for a wide range of cyclists. The 
adoption and administration of local pedestrian and bicycle friendly ordinances and policies will help encourage 

http://www.ci.royal-oak.mi.us/sites/default/files/meetings/City%20Commission/2011/1003-238-11%20Attachment%201.pdf
http://www.ci.royal-oak.mi.us/sites/default/files/meetings/City%20Commission/2011/1003-238-11%20Attachment%201.pdf


Non Motorized Plan (NMP) Resource -DRAFT                                                       Bike Friendly Kalamazoo (BFK)         
 

Released For Public Comment June 29, 2016  Page 15  
 

community members to walk or bike more often and feel safer while doing so, as well as improve driver awareness of 
their presence.  
 
It is recommended that the following pedestrian and bicycle friendly ordinances and policies be adopted by the City of 
Royal Oak to support the building of non-motorized transportation infrastructure and to enhance the safety, 
convenience and comfort of pedestrians and bicyclists.  
 
Complete Streets Policy  
Following accepted best practices, the design recommendations throughout this plan are based on a Complete Streets 
philosophy. Complete streets are designed to enable safe access for all users of the transportation network regardless 
of age, ability or travel mode. A complete street has no predefined facilities requirements, but is optimized within its 
surrounding context to promote safe, convenient active transportation options for the community.  A complete streets 
policy can be flexible since there is no “one size fits all” solution.  
 

To ensure that these principles play a lasting role in the development of the local transportation network, Royal Oak 
should adopt a Complete Streets policy. This means committing to the accommodation of bicyclists, pedestrians and 
transit users as well as motor vehicles in all new transportation construction and maintenance projects whenever 
appropriate.  
 
The State of Michigan, and a number of communities have already adopted or are considering Complete Streets 
legislation. It is recommended that Royal Oak adopt a policy or ordinance modeled after the Michigan’s Complete 
Streets legislation (Public Acts 134 and 135 of 2010).  
 
Bicycle Parking Ordinance  
Bicycle parking is an essential amenity for any bicycle transportation network. Residents are more likely use their 
bike to reach businesses if they can safely lock it at their destination. To promote the use of the network and to boost 
local commerce, Royal Oak should amend its parking ordinance to include requirements for bike parking at retail, 
commercial, multi- family residential and workplaces. The City should also consider offering long term bike parking in 
its municipal parking garages.  
 
Snow Clearance Ordinance  
The accumulation of snow and ice on sidewalks creates a major barrier to pedestrians, especially seniors and children. 
To ensure the safety of the pedestrian network, the City should consider the establishment of an ordinance requiring 
residents to clear snow and ice from the sidewalks adjacent to their properties. In addition, Royal Oak should consider 
developing a program to help people who need assistance with snow clearance.  
 
Distracted Driver Ordinance  
Traffic safety is a major barrier to active transportation, especially for children and seniors. Nationwide trends show 
that distracted driving is a major contributor to roadway tragedies, and many communities are targeting this behavior 
with tough penalties and targeted enforcement. The City should consider adopting and publicizing a distracted driver 
ordinance restricting the use of hand held mobile phones while driving on local roadways. Safety goals could be 
further bolstered by a partnership with neighboring communities and Oakland County to pass similar polices 
throughout the region.  
 
Bike Lane Parking Ordinance  
As Royal Oak develops its non-motorized network, bike lanes and shared lanes will be installed on some local streets. 
In order for these facilities to be safe for bicyclists, they must be kept clear of motor vehicle traffic.  Royal Oak should 
consider the establishment and enforcement of meaningful penalties for motorists driving or parking in bike lanes, or 
blocking marked shared lanes with their vehicles.  
 
Development Codes to Promote a Pedestrian and Bicycle Friendly Environments  
The City of Royal Oak should review its development codes and incorporate standards for pedestrian and bicycle-
friendly accommodations and on-site amenities. The design of facilities they are accessed by active modes of 
transportation. Royal Oak should update its municipal code to ensure connectivity and access for pedestrians, cyclists 
and transit users in development or redevelopment projects.  
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Examples include:  

  Use best practice designs to meet Americans with Disabilities (ADA) accessibility requirements.  
  Consider requiring short and long-term bicycle parking, showers and locker rooms at workplaces.  
  Create minimum standards for bicycle parking accommodations at multi-family residential, community 

facility, commercial and workplace destinations.  

  Reduce the required number of car parking spaces when bicycle parking is provided.  
  Provide for a greater mix and integration of land use types, thereby decreasing distance barriers for walking 

and bicycling.  

  Require public sidewalks adjacent to all developments and continuous sidewalk connectivity from the public 
sidewalk walk in residential areas, ten foot wide walk in commercial zone.  

  Require a maximum setback distance on build-to line for building entrances, ensuring shorter trips through 
parking lots and yards for cyclists and pedestrians.  

  Adopt context sensitive design principles for all street resurfacing and reconstruction projects based on 
recommended standards from National Coalition for Complete Streets and the ITE manual "Designing 
Walkable Urban Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach."  

6. Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Network   
    Example from: Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study   
   https://katsmpo.files.wordpress.com/2015/02/addendum-non-motorized-element-updated-4-6-2016.pdf 

 
The greater Kalamazoo metropolitan area has a variety of Non-motorized resources. All existing Non-motorized 
facilities amount to over 100 miles total. This Non-motorized infrastructure was constructed primarily by local 
municipalities with the help of the Road Commission of Kalamazoo County (RCKC), Van Buren County Road 
Commission (VBCRC), Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT), and Michigan Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR). There are several forms of Non-motorized routes differentiated by user type and by the land use 
densities nearby. In order to understand the mapped resources throughout this plan it is critical to make distinctions 
between the different types of Non-motorized facilities.  
 
Non-motorized Facility Types & Definitions  
In 2014, The Michigan Department of Transportation released a “Bicycle and Pedestrian Terminology” booklet. It has 
proven to be a great resource in providing a common framework of definitions. This Non-motorized element uses the 
definitions provided by the MDOT booklet. 
https://www.michigan.gov/documents/mdot/MDOT_BicycleandPedestrianTerminologyBooklet_445994_7.pdf 
 
Below are the commonly used definitions for this Plan Element as taken from the MDOT terminology guide. These 
facility types are included in the “Proposed Non-motorized Network” map and project list of this plan.  
 
Bicycle Boulevard    A segment of street, or series of contiguous street segments, that has been modified to 
accommodate through-bicycle traffic and minimize through-motor traffic. Another common term for a bicycle 
boulevard is a Neighborhood Greenway.  
 

Bicycle Lane or Bike Lane   A portion of roadway that has been designated for preferential or exclusive use by 
bicyclists with pavement markings and signs, if used. It is intended for one-way travel, usually in the same direction as 
the adjacent traffic lane, unless designed as a contra-flow lane.  

 

Bike Route    A segment of road designated by a jurisdiction having authority with appropriate directional and 
informational markers but without striping, signing and pavement markings for the preferential or exclusive use of 
bicyclists. Within the KATS MPO area, bicycle routing is viewed as a cost effective alternative to infrastructure 
improvements in low population areas. The bike routes highlighted on the “Proposed Bike Commuter Routes” map are 
the joint work of KATS, local communities, and Bike Friendly Kalamazoo.  

 

Shared Lane Marking (SLM or “Sharrow”)  A pavement marking symbol that assists bicyclists with lateral 
positioning in lanes too narrow for a motor vehicle and a bicycle to travel side-by-side within the same traffic lane.  
 

 

 

https://katsmpo.files.wordpress.com/2015/02/addendum-non-motorized-element-updated-4-6-2016.pdf
https://www.michigan.gov/documents/mdot/MDOT_BicycleandPedestrianTerminologyBooklet_445994_7.pdf
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7. Proposed Non-Motorized Network  
  Example from: Kalamazoo Township, Michigan  

http://www.ktwp.org/Portals/16/Community/141208%20Full%20NM%20Report-no%20appendix.pdf 

Developing a network of non-motorized facilities throughout Kalamazoo Township is essential to achieving the goals 
of this master plan. Development of in-road bicycle facilities, off-road shared- use paths, sidewalks, and roadway 
crossing improvements are needed in the Township for pedestrians and bicyclists to have the ability to safely get to 
major destinations and points of interest.  
 
The non-motorized plan illustrates the proposed in-road and off-road non-motorized facilities that when 
implemented, will provide a convenient, and safe option to link schools, businesses, parks, lakes, and other points of 
interest to each other as well as to adjacent communities and resources.  
 
As has been described, the Non-Motorized Transportation Master Plan represents a long-term vision and is intended 
to serve as a guide to non-motorized system planning, funding, design and construction into the future. Additional 
planning, public involvement, design and engineering efforts will need to follow this master planning effort.  
 
In-road bicycle facilities are proposed on all of the roads in the Township classified as a “Federal Aid Road” or “County 
Primary Road” as classified by Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study and the Kalamazoo County Road Commission. 
The following is a summary of roadway corridors that can be modified to accommodate the proposed bicycle facilities. 
The proposed facilities are recommendations to help accomplish implementation of the plan and should be viewed as 
a starting point for the development of bicycle facilities in the Township. They will require additional evaluation 
before implementation. Additional analysis including available space, traffic considerations, and engineering will help 
determine optimum designs for each road segment.  
 

http://www.ktwp.org/Portals/16/Community/141208%20Full%20NM%20Report-no%20appendix.pdf
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The following road segments currently have a 4-ft paved shoulder and would require pavement markings and signage 
to create a bicycle lane:  

1.   Ravine Rd 
2.   Nichols Rd between West Main St and Ravine Rd 
3.   Solon St 
4.   Kendall Ave 
5.   Mosel Ave between Westnedge Ave and Riverview Dr. N. Burdick St south of Mosel Ave 
6.   Nazareth Rd between Gull Rd and G Ave 
7.   Wallace Rd between King Hwy and East Main St 
8.  East Michigan Ave 
9.  Lake St between Olmstead Rd and west Township limits Sprinkle Rd between Miller Rd and King Hwy  

 
The following road segments currently have a narrow paved shoulder or gravel shoulder that could be paved, marked, 
and signed to provide a bicycle lane:  

1. Nichols Rd between Ravine Rd an G Ave  
2. Grand Prairie Rd  
3. Squires Rd  
4. Alamo Ave  
5. Douglas Ave between the church property and G Ave  
6. Barney Rd  
7. Mosel Ave between Douglas Ave and Westnedge Ave  
8. Westnedge Ave between Mosel Ave and G Ave  
9. Pitcher St south of Mosel Ave  
10. Mt Olivet Rd  
11. Nazareth Rd between Gull Rd and Kenilworth Ave  
12. Lake St between Olmstead and Sprinkle Rd  
13. Humphrey St between East Main St and the west Township Limits  

The following road segments are proposed to have a “road diet” where lanes are eliminated or narrowed to allow for 
bicycle lanes:  

1. Edison St: Narrow lanes to 10-11 feet  
2. Douglas Ave between the Church property south to the Township limits (and existing  

bike lane): Narrow lanes to 10-11 feet  
3. East Main St: Covert four lane traffic to three lane traffic (center turn lane) and add  

bike lanes. Note that this project is on the Kalamazoo County Road Commission 5- year CIP plan.  
 

The following road segments are proposed to be marked and signed as a bicycle boulevard:  
1. Gayle Ave between East Main St and Charles Ave  
2. Charles Ave from Wallace Ave to Arthur Ave; north to Kenilworth Ave; east to  

Nazareth Rd  
3. Canterbury Ave from west Township limits to Mohawk St; south to Grace Rd; east to  

Coolidge Ave; north to Athea St; east to Lacross St; east to Pinehurst Blvd; south to Kenwood St; east to 
Commonwealth Pl; south to Commonwealth Ave; east to Arlington St; south to West Main St. 
 

The following road segments are proposed to be marked as a shared use lane or “sharrow”:  
1. Ferndale Ave  
2. Hillsdale Ave  
3. Market St from Olmstead to Sprinkle Rd  
4. Sunnyside Dr from Gull Rd to East Main St  
5. Mulhearn Ave from Nazareth Rd west to Baker Dr; south to Gertrude St; west to  

Stamford Ave; south to East Main St  
6. Brook Dr  
7. Mosel Ave between Riverview Dr and Virginia Ave  
8. Virginia Ave south to Mt Olivet Rd  

 
Sidewalk facilities (5-foot concrete) are proposed on all of the roads in the Township. This includes repair of existing 
sidewalks that are in poor condition, widening sidewalks that are currently not 5-feet wide, filling in gaps, providing 
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sidewalks along roads where none exist, and providing barrier free accessibility to all roadway intersections. It is 
important to note that there are a number of corridors that include both proposed sidewalks and proposed shared-
use paths. This is because although the shared-use path may be more desirable long-term, it is more likely that 
funding will be available for sidewalks first. The goal is for the sidewalks to be the near term desired facility and the 
shared-use path would be a long term goal if the right opportunity or funding mechanism became available.  
 
The plan proposes 10-ft wide off-road shared-use paths along key roadway corridors as delineated on the off-road 
plan. This includes the following segments:  

1. G Ave between Nichols Rd and the KRVT  
2. Nichols Rd between Grand Prairie Rd and G Ave  
3. Grand Prairie Rd between Nichols Rd and Drake Rd  
4. Squires Dr between Ravine Rd and Drake Rd/H Ave  
5. Ravine Ave where the current gap in the KRVT exists  
6. Gull Road  
7. Brook Dr from Gull Rd to Spring Valley Park  
8. Nazareth Rd from East Main St south to Kenilworth Ave  
9. Extend path south from Nazareth to the KRVT, which would require easement and a railroad crossing  
10. Olmstead Rd from Miller Rd north to Lake St  
11. Extend the path from Lake St north to the KVRT, which would require easement and a river crossing  
12. Path from Township owned property along King Hwy (former Georgia Pacific property)south to the KRVT 

and north to East Michigan Ave, which would require an easement and railroad crossing  
13. Business Loop 94 between Lake St and the KRVT along King Hwy  

 
The plan also includes provision of pedestrian safe crossings at the following intersections:  

1. Olmstead Rd and Business Loop 94  
2. Olmstead Rd and Lake St  
3. Nichols Rd and Solon Rd at West Main St  
4. Lake St and Sprinkle Rd  
5. Gull Rd and Nazareth Rd  
6. Mosel Ave and Douglas Ave  
7. Grand Prairie Rd and Nichols Rd  

 
In addition to the above recommendations, the plan suggests that crosswalk pavement markings and stop sign stop 
bar markings be added and/or remarked to all intersections that are lacking to help alert vehicles of the pedestrian 
crossing.   The enhancements and features at each crossing will be determined based on various factors including: 
crossing width, traffic volume, pedestrian and bicycle traffic volumes, sign lines, and barrier free accessibility.  

 

8. Safety (Analysis/Current Data)   
  Example from: City of Ferndale 
  http://ferndalemoves.com/analysis/pedestrian-crashes/ 
 

 
 

http://ferndalemoves.com/analysis/pedestrian-crashes/
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8. Public Participation Process  
Example from:  Southwest Michigan Non-Motorized Transportation Plan 2011 
http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mdot/SW_MI_Final_Plan_9_21_2011_369277_7.pdf  

A central component of this project was to actively engage the public throughout the plan development process. 
SWMPC staff relied heavily on the SMART Task Force to contact stakeholders and to coordinate and publicize the 
public meetings. First, a highly publicized project kickoff meeting was held in Kalamazoo. This was followed up by 
public input meetings in each of the nine counties. Along with postcard mailings and press releases to publicize 
meetings, e-mail lists, the SWMPC website, and SMART’s Facebook page were utilized. Further, draft maps and plans 
were available on the website for comment. Throughout the process, updates were sent to the email contact list and 
were also posted on the SMART Facebook page. Below is a general description of the public meetings with specific 
agendas in Appendix C.  

 
Project Kickoff Meeting - Southwest Michigan Trails Summit - June 25, 2009 - Kalamazoo, MI 
This event was used to kickoff the project for the region. Kalamazoo was selected as the location due to its centrality 
within the region. All city, village, and township clerks in the nine county region received notification by mail. 
Additionally, SWMPC sent over 350 e-mails to the SMART coalition contacts. SWMPC also distributed press releases 
and conducted radio interviews about the event.  
 
Over 100 people attended the kickoff event. The event began with presentations by MDOT and SWMPC. The keynote 
speaker, Mr. Mark Nettleton from Mike Meyers Beckett & Jones, PLC discussed the “Legal Options to Establishing and 
Maintaining Community Trails”. After the short presentations, the attendees were separated into groups by county of 
interest. At each table, participants were asked to update existing non- motorized facilities and points of interest for 
the county. After this was done, a Mylar (clear) map was placed on the map showing existing facilities so that the 
attendees could share their thoughts on where new non-motorized facilities should be located. SWMPC informed the 
attendees that individual county input meetings would be held to further engage the public in the process.  
 
County Public Input Meetings - September 2009 - February 2010 
Individual county input meetings were scheduled throughout the region to increase public participation. All of the 
meetings were conducted using the same agenda and a 2 hour time frame (6:30-8:30 p.m.). A brief presentation of the 
overall project was given, followed by a mapping exercise to solicit information on existing facilities and ideas for 
planned or desired non-motorized facilities. Information collected at the input meetings was used by the SWMPC staff 
to update existing and planned non-motorized facility maps for each county.  The attendees were also asked to review 
and provide comments on a prioritization template which could be used to rank non-motorized projects. Since 
SWMPC was also updating the nine county non- motorized map, a scenario exercise was conducted to solicit 
comments about the usability of the current map and to initiate a discussion on potential improvements.  
 
The dates of the county input meetings were:  

http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mdot/SW_MI_Final_Plan_9_21_2011_369277_7.pdf
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Allegan County - January 21, 2010 Barry County - October 8, 2009 
Berrien County - February 4, 2010 Branch County - January 14, 2010  
Calhoun County - November 12, 2009  
Cass County - October 22, 2009  
Kalamazoo County - September 2, 2009  
St. Joseph County - January 28, 2010  
Van Buren County - October 12, 2009  

 
Final Input Meeting - July 15, 2010 - Kalamazoo, MI 
This input meeting was utilized to seek any further comments regarding the existing and planned non- motorized 
facilities for the region and to solicit feedback on priority corridors and routes. All city, village, and townships were 
invited to attend the meeting through a postcard invitation. Additionally press releases were sent to all media outlets 
that covered the region. E-mail messages were sent to the SMART contact e-mail list which now included those that 
had signed in at the county input meetings throughout the past year, totaling around 650 e-mail contacts.  
At this meeting a Regional Priority Map was introduced to gain consensus on priority regional and local non-
motorized corridors. Before the meeting, a regional priority map was developed by SWMPC staff and the SMART Task 
Force and was based on input from the county input meetings. The comments received on the regional priority map at 
the final input meeting were positive. At this meeting, local priority projects were also solicited for each county. The 
meeting participants utilized the prioritization template which had been refined at the county input meetings over the 
last nine months. Routes were classified as having High, Medium or Low Priority. (For additional information on the 
prioritization template and process see below.)  
 
Plan Review 
A draft plan, after review by the SMART Task Force and MDOT, was made available on the SWMPC website for review 
and comment. After the comment period, comments were addressed and the plan was finalized and submitted to 

MDOT.  
 

10. Community Awareness & Education    
  Example from City of Ann Arbor 
  http://www.a2gov.org/Documents/Ann%20Arbor%20NTP%20Update%202013.pdf 

 
Promoting non-motorized transportation through community involvement and encouragement is a critical 
component to the success of a non-motorized transportation plan. There are many creative approaches being used to 
involve and educate communities around the country about the importance of non- motorized transportation. Listed 
in the following paragraphs are a few. For further information on the subject, please consult the references below:  

 Rails-to-Trails Conservancy and the Association for Bike and Pedestrian Professionals. “Improving 
Conditions for Biking and Walking: A Best Practices Report.” January 1998.  

 National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. Pedestrian Safety Toolkit Resource Catalog. January 
1999.  

 
Ride/Walk/Bus to Work  
Communities around the country are using the Ride-to-Work Day as a means to educate and involve the public in non-
motorized issues. Coordinating days or weeks that specifically promote bicycle commuting is a proven method of 
increasing number of people who commute by bike.

 
The California Bike Commute Day has had amazing success on a 

very tiny budget. For the statewide event, transit agencies donated posters and registration cards, and the sale of 
event tee-shirts helped cover administration costs and limited advertising.

  
The GetDowntown’s 2005 Curb-your-car 

Month program was a great success and should be continued and expanded upon. With a concerted City-led public 
information campaign, and the potential involvement of transit agencies, businesses, the Chamber of Commerce and 
the university, the Bike/Walk/Bus to Work Week has the potential to greatly influence citizens of Ann Arbor in their 
commuting decisions.  
 
Awards  
In Michigan, several award programs exist to recognize communities for the efforts they are making in the realm of 
non-motorized transportation. One such award is the “Promoting Active Communities Award”, developed by the 
Governor’s Council on Physical Fitness, Health and Sports and the Michigan Fitness Council. The “Promoting Active 

http://www.a2gov.org/Documents/Ann%20Arbor%20NTP%20Update%202013.pdf
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Communities Award” recognizes communities that have become healthier places to live through promoting physical 
activity. The purpose of the award is not only to recognize communities that promote healthy and active living, but 
also increase awareness of the types of policies and programs that can promote physical activity. Because so much of 
an active, healthy lifestyle depends on living in communities where there are recreational opportunities, choices in the 
modes of transportation, and walkable neighborhoods, much of the application focuses on rating the community’s 
policies and planning for non-motorized transportation, and its level of pedestrian and bicycle safety facilities.  
Ann Arbor was recently named one of the 9 communities to receive a level 4 award. Level 4 recognizes communities 
that document outstanding achievements in making it easier for people to be active. Currently no community has 
reached a level 5 which recognizes Communities that are models of commitment to healthy, active living. Ann Arbor 
should continue to participate in the program and strive for a level 5 award.  
 
City of Ann Arbor Non-motorized Transportation Plan Update 2013 November 18, 2013  
Another award that recognizes community efforts in the realm of non-motorized transportation is the League of 
American Bicyclists’ “Bicycle Friendly Community Award”. This award recognizes municipalities that actively support 
bicycling. Bicycle-friendly communities are places where people ride for transportation purposes, as well as fun and 
fitness. The application for the award considers whether a community has taken steps to provide bicycle facilities and 
infrastructure, safety education, and bike- friendly policies. These awards provide important opportunities for 
community self-assessment. By participating in the application procedure, a community can critically examine and 
explore issues that may need improving, evaluate the success of measures already implemented, and acknowledge the 
important work being done in this area.  
 
Ann Arbor was recently named a Bronze Level Bicycle Friendly Community. Ann Arbor should continue to participate 
in the program working towards a silver, gold and eventual platinum recognition.  
 
Alternative Transportation Committee Public Workshops  
The City currently has an active Alternative Transportation Committee (AKA Alt. Committee) with representatives 
from key city service areas and partner organizations. This committee is charged with implementing alternative 
transportation policies in the City. This committee should set up on going, twice yearly, public meeting to share 
information and gather public input on current initiatives.  
 
Policy Recommendations for Community Involvement and Encouragement Programs  
 
Within One Year:  

 The City should continue to participate in the analysis and evaluation of the community’s non- motorized 
programs by completing the “Promoting Active Communities Award” and the “Bicycle Friendly Community 
Award”.  

 The City should work with the Get Downtown’s Curb-your-car month program to expand the viability and 
participation in the program.  
 

Within Three Years:  
  The City should create a new non-motorized advisory committee to address non-motorized policy and 

planning issues.  

11. Project Costs  
 

Commentary from Norm Cox, President of  The Greenway Collaborative, Inc. , who met with Bike Friendly Kalamazoo 
and offered the following observations regarding project costs:  

 
The economic justification for the project is going to come primarily from three fronts. Reduction of fatal and 
severe crashes, improved physical wellbeing and place making.  The economic benefit from the crash reductions 
alone will dwarf the cost of any improvements proposed. Highlight these savings as a way to promote your 
project. You would be hard pressed to find a community effort that has the same economic and quality of life 
return on investment.  
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 The examples below display financial outlays for specific improvement:  

 
  Example from Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study   
   https://katsmpo.files.wordpress.com/2015/02/addendum-non-motorized-element-updated-4-6-2016.pdf 

   
 

Example from City of Portage, Portage Road Diet Study 
http://portagemi.gov/FilesCustom/HtmlEditor/files/Portage%20Road%20Road%20Diet%20Study%203-30-16.pdf 

 
 
12. Project Funding  
 

The Michigan Department of Transportation bicycling web site http://www.michigan.gov/mdot/0,4616,7-151-
9615_11223---,00.html  has a “Funding” section  which has three links with information on non-motorized project 
funding.  These links (also copied below) describe the programs and the application processes: 

 
 Transportation Alternatives Plan (TAP) 
 http://www.michigan.gov/mdot/0,1607,7-151-9621_17216_18231---,00.html 
 
 Federal Highway Administration 
                 http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/guidance/guidance_2015.cfm 
 
 Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) 

http://www.michigan.gov/mdot/0,4616,7-151-9621_11041_60661---,00.html 

https://katsmpo.files.wordpress.com/2015/02/addendum-non-motorized-element-updated-4-6-2016.pdf
http://portagemi.gov/FilesCustom/HtmlEditor/files/Portage%20Road%20Road%20Diet%20Study%203-30-16.pdf
http://www.michigan.gov/mdot/0,4616,7-151-9615_11223---,00.html
http://www.michigan.gov/mdot/0,4616,7-151-9615_11223---,00.html
http://www.michigan.gov/mdot/0,1607,7-151-9621_17216_18231---,00.html
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/guidance/guidance_2015.cfm
http://www.michigan.gov/mdot/0,4616,7-151-9621_11041_60661---,00.html

