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Introduction
Executive Summary
In 2010, the Township adopted a policy to create a Non-Motorized Transportation
Committee to prepare a draft plan, obtain public input, review and recommend a NonMotorized Transportation Plan to the Township Board.
In 2011, a citizen based Non-Motorized Transportation Committee was formed with the
goal to create a Non-motorized Transportation Plan. The reason the Committee was
formed was based on quality of life factors and pedestrian and bicyclist safety concerns
in the Township. The Township had approximately 47 miles of non-motorized
infrastructure in place in the form of sidewalks, bike lanes, shared use pathways, and
wide shoulders. Nearly 40 miles of the existing infrastructure was in the form of sidewalks
that were primarily located within subdivisions.
In 2013, the Township Board adopted the “Complete the Streets: DeWitt Township NonMotorized Transportation Plan.” This plan was created with the assistance of an ad-hoc
public committee consisting of 12 citizens, the Road Commission, Clinton County Parks
and Green Space Commission, and Township Staff. The adoption of this plan was unique
in that it not only listed desired projects, but it also created a weighted ranking system.
This allowed projects to be prioritized based on community needs.
Based on the vision created by the committee in 2011, approximately 71 miles of nonmotorized transportation infrastructure was identified to create a comprehensive,
interconnected network of pathways, sidewalks, and bike paths that link to assets and
neighborhoods within the region and Township. A number of goals were established by
the committee primarily addressing safety and creating linkages to assets within the area.
In addition, the Committee formed seven key areas to focus on that became the basis
for ranking and prioritizing projects identified in the plan. The seven criteria include,
improve connectivity to: commerce, schools, recreational assets, neighborhoods, existing
non-motorized infrastructure, gaps within the system, and promote safety. Addressing
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these criteria helped form the vision of a well-connected non-motorized transportation
system for the Township.
After the Committee established its mission, goals, and objectives, the first step was to
identify the existing infrastructure within the Township. Once the existing infrastructure
was identified, visioning sessions took place among the Committee to map out key
connection areas within DeWitt Charter Township.

Once established, routes were

identified to create an interconnected non-motorized network that provides north/south
and east/west linkages throughout the Township.

One of the major barriers for

north/south connections throughout the Township is the I-69/Old 27 Interchange. This
area is not safe for pedestrian crossing so alternative routes such as Turner Road and
Wood Road were identified as routes to transport users of the system north and south.
Once the vision was established, the committee established a way to quantifiably rank
and prioritize projects.

The Committee created a weighted ranking system that is

proximity, connectivity, and safety based that evaluates projects based on the seven
criteria mentioned previously. In addition to creating a map with the non-motorized
vision, the Committee identified proposed policies, programs, and funding sources that
the Township could consider to help implement non-motorized transportation projects.
In 2013, the Committee held a public meeting and workshop to solicit feedback on the
plan and vision.

Overall, the feedback was supportive of the Committee’s

recommendations included in the plan. Based on the feedback received, 70% of residents
whom responded to the survey indicated that having a connected non-motorized
transportation network of sidewalks, pathways, and bike lanes in the community or their
neighborhoods is an important quality of life issue. In addition, 74% of the responses
indicated that the lack of sidewalks and pathways as well as traffic safety concerns
prevent them from walking more.
After adoption the plan, the Township Board indicated that the plan would be reviewed
and updated periodically by the Planning Commission to ensure that the Townships goals
and objectives were being met.
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Since adoption of the plan in 2013, seventeen of the sixty projects have been completed.
This has led to an additional 9.33 miles of sidewalk, 9.82 miles of shared use pathways,
16.82 miles of bike lanes, and 0.75 miles of wide shoulders throughout the Township.
The 2013 plan also recommended that the Township Board update the Township’s
sidewalk ordinance to better determine when and where non-motorized transportation
assets should be installed. In 2015, the Township Board adopted an updated Sidewalk
Ordinance known as “Compete the Streets Ordinance.”
The following document is being provided as an update to the original Complete the
Streets: DeWitt Township Non-Motorized Transportation Plan. The addendum removes
projects that have been completed, reviews existing projects, adds new projects, and reranks all projects.
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Background
Non-motorized Transportation includes walking, biking, and variants such as small
wheeled transport including skates, skateboards, push

scooters, hand carts,

canoeing/kayaking, and wheelchair travel. These modes of travel provide both
recreational and transportation needs as they provide access to goods and activities,
although users may consider a particular trip to serve both objectives. Since 1956 and
the birth of the Interstate Highway System, automobiles have dominated our surface
transportation system. “Federal funding has overwhelmingly focused on accommodating
the automobile which has led to an automobile-oriented society. Road construction not
only strived to keep up with existing traffic volumes, but also spurred new demand by
creating an ever-increasing reliance on the car, most obvious in the nationwide
development of sprawling suburbs.” 1
According to the 2008 Active Transportation for America report, currently, 10 percent of
all trips in the U.S. are taken by walking or bicycling. It is estimated that more than 100
million Americans own a bicycle. U.S. cities that have invested in bicycle infrastructure
see increases in bicycling of ten percent or more, and in some cases as high as onehundred percent. For the cost of one mile of a four-lane urban freeway which equates
to $50 million, a community can build approximately 1,000 miles of bike lanes and bicycle
boulevards, or more than 150 miles of trails. Twenty-five percent of all trips people take
in the United States are within a mile, or about a twenty-minute walk, and fifty percent
of all trips taken are within three miles, or a twenty-minute bike ride. Seventy-eight
percent of these shortest trips are made by people using automobiles. About one-third
of all Americans are not able to drive, either because they’re too old, too young, too poor,
or because they suffer from some form of disability. Due to the lack of mobility in the
underprivileged, we need to address these issues and concerns to accommodate their
transportation needs, and one way to accomplish this is by providing alternative modes

1

Gotschi, T & Mills, K. (2008). Active Transportation for America: The Case for Increased Federal Investment in
Bicycling and Walking. Washington D.C.: Rails to Trails Conservancy
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of transportation by encouraging walking and bicycling through non-motorized
transportation planning.
Obesity is a huge concern in the United States population, especially in the nation’s youth.
“In 1969, 50 percent of students walked to school as compared to 14 percent in 2004.”2
The Center for Disease Control and Prevention recommends at least thirty minutes of
modest physical activity daily and less than half of all Americans achieve that goal. Thirtytwo percent of American adults are obese and sixty-seven percent are either overweight
or obese. “The costs in medical expenses and loss of productive lives associated with the
obesity epidemic place a heavy financial burden on our nation’s future. The annual
medical costs of physical inactivity have been estimated at $76 billion, or close to 10
percent of all medical expenses.”3 By incorporating non-motorized transportation into
the design of communities, the opportunity to achieve the CDC’s recommendation for a
healthy daily physical activity can be achieved by reducing vehicle trips for short
commutes by creating an environment that is conducive to promote bicycling and
walking.
Non-motorized transportation also creates recreational opportunities for a community to
help achieve a greater quality of life and a more livable community for residents and
visitors. Rather than using a car for shorter commutes, individuals have the option to
either walk or bike to destination areas because they know that it will be safe and
convenient. By allowing more transportation options and access, it promotes more active
and safe streets. Non-motorized transportation adds to the quality of life component that
residents seek when deciding where to live or invest within a community. DeWitt Charter
Township has had strong policies of requiring sidewalks when development within the
community occurs through a sidewalk ordinance.

In 2009 and 2010, the township

modified the sidewalk ordinance to address an exemption process through a variance
from sidewalk development requirements or to allow a deferment process.

DeWitt

2

MacDonald, N. (2007). Active Transportation to School: Trends Among U.S. Schoolchildren. Journal of
preventative medicine.
3
Pratt, M. e. (2000). Higher direct medical costs associated with physical inactivity. Physician Sports medicine.
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Charter Township was sensitive to the slow economy in the mid to late 2000’s to allow
up to three-year deferments on sidewalks for commercial and industrial property. DeWitt
Township also provided provisions to allow for variances or exemptions to construct
sidewalks under unique circumstances such as the installation of the sidewalk would be
a sidewalk to nowhere scenario or there are unique site characteristics that would make
implementing a sidewalk a practical difficulty. The issue for DeWitt Charter Township has
been the lack of a non-motorized plan to be able to rationalize where sidewalks should
or should not be required to determine when a variance should be granted. With a plan
in place, it provides DeWitt Charter Township with more direction on where nonmotorized improvements should be implemented along with the type of infrastructure to
be implemented.
Implementing Non-Motorized Transportation has many benefits to both users of the
system as well as society as a whole. Providing non-motorized transportation brings
convenience, accessibility, enjoyment, and other mobility options to users.

Non-

Motorized transportation benefits the economically, socially, or physically disadvantaged
as well as promoting physical fitness and health. By reducing automobile dependency,
consumers save money and reduce chauffeuring due to enhanced travel options. Traffic
congestion lessens and the costs of maintaining roads are reduced as well as alleviating
issues related to parking. Economic and environmental benefits are realized by reduced
air, noise, and water pollution. The surrounding land use benefits by reducing road and
parking facilities and helps promote more accessible, compact, mixed, infill development
that helps achieve smart growth.

Planning Process
The process for developing this non-motorized transportation plan started with the DeWitt
Township Strategic Plan and Comprehensive Plan that recognized a need for
incorporating non-motorized transportation projects to enhance the quality of life for its
residents.

A non-motorized transportation committee was formed by the DeWitt

Township Board of Trustees that consists of township residents and county staff to help
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identify issues and goals of the township’s non-motorized transportation system. The
non-motorized committee has worked with township staff to identify the existing
conditions of the township and identify goals and objectives for the township that
ultimately form the non-motorized vision.

The steering committee has aided in the

development of a draft non-motorized transportation plan that is to be presented to the
public for review and comments. Once the plan and vision go through the official public
input process, staff can revise the plan to create a community vision for the nonmotorized transportation plan.

Once supported, the non-motorized committee will

forward the plan to planning commission and board of trustees to receive support of the
plan to incorporate this plan into the comprehensive plan that will help initiate new goals,
objectives, and policies to help support and implement the vision of the non-motorized
transportation plan.

Goals & Objectives
The mission of the Non-Motorized Transportation Committee is to identify and determine
the future needs of DeWitt Charter Township's non-motorized transportation network by
creating a comprehensive network of pathways, sidewalks, and bike paths that link to
assets and neighborhoods within the region and the Township.
The Non-Motorized Transportation Committee developed a number of goals:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Create a framework to promote non-motorized transportation within the Township
by creating a non-motorized transportation plan.
Develop a non-motorized system that is safe and efficient for pedestrian and
bicyclists within the community.
Identify assets and points of interest within the community and region to focus on
creating key non-motorized connections.
To have contiguous north/south and east/west non-motorized connections
through the community.
Obtain citizen input through an interactive public input process.
Pursue funding opportunities to implement the non-motorized transportation
system.

Specifically, the non-motorized transportation committee would like to focus on seven
key areas when considering expanding the network.
1. Improve connectivity to commerce
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Implementing non-motorized routes allows people to use alternative modes
of transportation to perform everyday shopping needs especially for shorter
commutes.
Improve connectivity to the schools
• By providing non-motorized access, it allows residents and students the
ability to walk or bike to school. It also promotes physical activity and
creates a healthier community.
Improve connectivity to existing non-motorized infrastructure
• By providing more continuous non-motorized infrastructure, it makes it
more appealing to travel longer distances knowing that sidewalks or bike
lanes are in place and that there is a safe route to a destination.
Improve connectivity to recreational assets
• Providing more opportunities for individuals to get outdoors and the ability
to walk or bike to recreational areas can enhance the experience when
utilizing recreational areas and enhance the quality of life.
Connect gaps within the system
• By connecting gaps in the system, it creates a more reliable network that
will be friendly for pedestrian activity knowing that they have safe means
of travel to get to destinations.
Connect dense neighborhoods to non-motorized infrastructure
• Many dense subdivisions have sidewalks that promote internal circulation.
By providing non-motorized connections outside of these neighborhoods, it
allows for individuals to utilize alternative modes of transportation to get to
a destination.
Improve the safety for pedestrians to promote use
• By designing a safe non-motorized network, it will allow residents to use
alternative modes of transportation for shorter trips instead of using the
automobile. It will also allow for recreational opportunities that may have
not been available to residents due to concerns of safety.
•

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

The overarching goal of this plan is to create a more livable and walkable community
where children, adults, seniors, or individuals with disabilities can safely and conveniently
walk or bike for recreational purposes as well as provide alternative transportation choices
for individuals to reach destination areas. By implementing non-motorized transportation
infrastructure, it positively impacts the quality of life for residents and business owners
by creating a stronger sense of community and will make DeWitt Township a more
desirable community to live, work, and play.
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Whenever possible, DeWitt Township should pursue opportunities and form regional
partnerships by working with other jurisdictions such as the City of DeWitt, Lansing, East
Lansing, Bath Township, Watertown Township, as well as Clinton County and others to
help build regional linkages between communities and assets. Promoting linkages to
other key regional non-motorized assets such as the Lansing River Trail, the Northern
Tier Trail, Sleepy Hollow State Park, and the Looking Glass River among others will
enhance recreational opportunities and enhance the quality of life for residents of DeWitt
Township. These possibilities may alter the current vision of the non-motorized
transportation network when opportunities arise.
Imagine the possibility of being able to step out your front door and feel safe walking
and/or biking to your favorite destinations in the Township or region without the need to
drive a car. In 20-25 years, it is the vision to have a complete network that allows
residents to have a safe and convenient option to walk or bike to destination areas such
as places of commerce, schools, parks and recreation areas, or even to a nearby friend’s
home.
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Accomplishments
Ordinances:
Since the adoption of the 2013 plan, the Township has worked aggressively to
implement the plan.
The first major accomplishment was the review and update of the existing sidewalk
ordinance. While updates were made to the sidewalk ordinance in 2009 and 2010, the
existing ordinance still did not provide enough flexibility as to when and where nonmotorized transportation assets were being installed. This created a number of
developments where “sidewalks to nowhere” may have been installed. By updating the
ordinance, it allows the Township to use the Non-Motorized Plan as a more thorough
guide to where sidewalks and pathways should and need to be installed.
In 2015, the Township Board adopted an updated Sidewalk Ordinance “Complete the
Streets Ordinance.” This ordinance made the following major changes:
•

Created provisions for shared use paths

•

Updated the section allowing for variances, deferments and exemptions

•

Used the adopted plan to identify where specific non-motorized assets should be
placed

•

Required sidewalks and shared use pathways to be cleared of snow up to 36”
per a Township Board adopted map

As mentioned previously, the Township has had great success in the first four years of
the plan to complete 17 out of the 60 projects on the list. This was completed by
working closely the Clinton County Road Commission, Michigan Department of
Transportation, and the City of DeWitt to identify funding opportunities to better
leverage limited Township resources. The Township has received over $2,319,282
million dollars to help pave roads and to add sidewalks/pathways in multiple areas in
the Township. The projects completed are as follows:
•

•

Gaps (connects two existing sidewalks)
o Schavey Road: West of Schavey Road Plaza north to Herbison Road
o Wieland Road: Old US 27 to DeWitt Township Fire Station
o Old US 27: Speedway Gas Station to Burger King
Sidewalks
o Old US 27: Sheridan Road to State Road
o Schavey Road: Clark Road to Parkwood Drive
o Old US 27: State Road to Northcrest Road
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•

•

o Brook Road: State Road to Wieland Road & a portion of State Road
o Old US 27: Aaron Road to Clark Road
Shared Use Pathways
o Padgett Park: Connection to Schavey Road & Clark Road
o Schavey Road: Schavey Road Plaza south to Parkwood Drive
o Old US 27: Sheridan Road to Wieland Road
o Herbison Road: DeWitt Sports Park to Primrose Drive
o Old US 27: Ralph Street to Northcrest Road
o Herbison Road: Primrose Drive to Old US 27
o Clark Road: Schavey Road to Panther Drive
Bike Lanes
o Turner Road: Sheridan Road to Herbison Road
o State Road: Turner Road to Wood Road

Subdivisions:
Since 2013, 222 new homes have been built within the Township. When most new
homes are built, they are required to add sidewalks (approximately 190). This
development has extended our sidewalk network by approximately 14,250 feet (2.70
miles).

Commercial:
Per the updated sidewalk ordinance, commercial developments must install sidewalks or
pathways in areas identified on the Non-Motorized Transportation Plan. Below is a list of
projects completed.
Location

Year Facility

Length in feet

Burger King

2014 Sidewalk

420’ (voluntarily done per Twp. request)

Quarry Apartments

2015 Sidewalk (8’) 463’

Boynton

2015 Sidewalk

80’

Conquest Gym

2016 Sidewalk

420’

Taco Bell

2016 Pathway

330’

Walgreens

2017 Sidewalk

210’

Walgreens

2017 Pathway

200’

Looking Glass Daycare

2017 Pathway

180’
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Non-Motorized Infrastructure
A non-motorized network consists of a variety of different pathways including: shared
use paths, sidewalks, bicycle lanes, paved shoulders, and canoeing/kayaking. There are
also some infrastructure improvements that can help support walking and biking such as
road diets, mid-block crossings, and intersections.
Shared use paths are usually constructed outside of the road right of way where they are
separated

from

motorized

vehicle traffic. Shared use paths
provide

opportunities

for

multiple users’ groups such as
bicyclists, pedestrians, joggers,
dog

walkers,

inline

Figure 1: City of DeWitt Shared Use Path- DeWitt Road

skaters,

skateboarders, and wheelchair users to name a few. These paths are implemented along
rivers, lakes, railroad right of ways, utility corridors, between parks, and through natural
areas. These paths provide opportunities for multiple users’ groups along with younger
less experienced riders to be separated from automobile traffic.
Sidewalks are present along roadways within the existing right of ways that connect to
neighborhoods, schools, parks, and other cultural centers. Sidewalks handle pedestrian
travel

including

walkers,

joggers,

skaters, wheelchair users, etc. It is not
recommended to have higher speed
travel such as bicycles on sidewalks for
safety reasons since most sidewalks are
designed at 5-foot widths.
Figure 2: DeWitt Township Sidewalk- Herbison Road
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Bicycle lanes are on street facilities that are indicated by pavement striping and markings.
They offer riders a safer
alternative than riding on
sidewalks

because

bicyclists are more visible
to motorists when riding
on a designated space on
the

roadway.

Bicycle

lanes need to be designed
Figure 3: DeWitt Township Bicycle Lane- Turner Road

to provide adequate space
and safety measures such

as clear signage and markings on the road for bicycle travel. Bicycle lanes help reduce
automobile traffic and speeds by promoting a more pedestrian friendly environment.
AASHTO recommends that a bike lane at a minimum should be 4 feet wide for areas
where there is no curb or gutter present however 5 feet is a recommended lane width.
Paved shoulders are designed to handle pedestrian and bicycle travel on the side of the
road where no
sidewalks are present.
AASHTO recommends
that a paved shoulder
should be a minimum
of four feet in width
and recommends that
the width of shoulders
increases as the speed
of the roadway
increases for safety

Figure 4: DeWitt Township Wide Shoulder- State Road

reasons.
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Road diets are used to help accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists by reducing the
number of automobile lanes. A
typical road diet occurs on a four
lane road with two lanes in each
direction. The road is reduced to
three lanes, one lane in each
direction, and a center turn lane.
The benefit to pedestrians is that
often times, the extra space from
the reduced lane can create space
for on street parking or even bike
lanes. Data has shown that the
wider the road widths, the harder it is for pedestrians to cross the road. Road diets help
pedestrians reclaim the street.
Mid-block crossings are crosswalks that are implemented between intersections where
there is a long distance between them. According to the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Guide for the Planning, Design, and
Operation
Facilities

of
in

Pedestrian
2004,

it

recommends that they should
be used only as necessary
where there is a high demand
for pedestrian traffic and are
not recommended in areas
where speed limits exceed 40
mph.

The attributes where

Figure 5: East Lansing Mid-block Crossing- Grand River

midblock crossings are most
effective include: new development that anticipates to generate midblock crossings, a
land use where pedestrians are unlikely to cross the street at the next intersection,
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intersections are unsafe to cross the street, spacing between intersections exceed 660
feet, vehicular capacity may not be reduced by midblock crossings, and adequate sight
distance is available for both pedestrians and motorists.
Intersections are the best and most direct place for pedestrians to cross a roadway. The
design of intersections is crucial for accommodating pedestrians because these are the
places where pedestrians are expected to have safe crossings of the street. In the same
AASHTO

Guide,

states

that

it

Good

intersection

design

include:

clarity

meaning pedestrians
are to be expected,
predictabilityplacement
crosswalk

the
of

the
should

make sense, visibility,
short

wait

adequate

times,
crossing

Figure 6: City of DeWitt Intersection- Main & Bridge Street

time, limited exposure to conflicts with motorized vehicles, and a clear crossing area that
is free of barriers, obstacles, and hazards to be accessible to all users.
Launch areas provide public access points for
canoeing/kayaking or other watercraft. The
Looking Glass River flows from east to west
through southern Clinton County and DeWitt
Township and runs across four counties in
Figure 7: Looking Glass Riverfront Park Canoe Launch
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Mid-Michigan. The river
starts

in

County

Livingston
and

flows

through,

Shiawassee,

Clinton,

and

Counties

where

Ionia
it

merges with the Grand
River

in

Portland.

Presently, two canoe
launch
within

points
the

exist

Figure 8: Looking Glass Riverfront Park Canoe Launch

Township

area; the first is within the City of DeWitt at Riverside Park near downtown DeWitt. The
second launch area is located at the Looking Glass Riverfront Park along Herbison Road
just east of Airport Road.
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Existing Conditions
Study Area
DeWitt Township lies in the center of the Tri-County Region that consists of Clinton,
Eaton, and Ingham Counties. DeWitt Township is in the south- eastern portion of Clinton
County

and

is

directly north of the
City

of

Lansing.

According

to

2010

Census,

DeWitt

the

Township

has a population of
14,321

residents.

Of those residents,
approximately 25%
are under the age of
18

and

approximately 14%
of the population is
aged 65 and above.
Figure 9: Tri-County Regional Map

Those

that

fall

within

the

two

ranges of population listed above would greatly benefit from more transportation options
that non-motorized transportation provides along with those whom are disabled or too
poor to have access to an automobile.
DeWitt Township has three major highways that run through its jurisdiction. Interstate
69 runs east and west nearly through the geographic center of the township and Old US
27 runs north and south through the geographic center of the township as well. US 127
runs parallel with Old US 27 on the eastern half of the township.
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DeWitt Township has three modes of transportation for its residents, the automobile,
Clinton Transit, and non-motorized transportation. 74.9% of the township taxable value
comes from residential land uses and would classify the township as a bedroom
community. The automobile is the most convenient mode of transportation for residents
of DeWitt Township to get from their homes to perform their daily activities and shopping.
The Clinton Transit system is a public transit system used for curbside service. The
advantage of this mode of transportation is that the bus will come to resident’s doorsteps
for pickup. The disadvantage is that there are no scheduled routes or pickups like larger
city public transit systems. Patrons of this service either have to call ahead a day in
advance for a specific pick up time or may have to wait from 1 hour to 1 and a half hours
for this service if called on the day of requested service. This is a valuable service for
residents; however, it may be inconvenient for shorter trip commutes. The last mode of
transportation is non-motorized transportation. DeWitt Township has the capacity to
serve residents with shorter distance commutes either by walking or bicycling by
providing more sidewalks, pathways, and bike lanes. DeWitt Township already has some
existing non-motorized infrastructure in place, however, there tends to be many
segments of the network that are disconnected or have significant gaps. The township
currently has some completed and planned projects that will bring benefit to the system
such as road widening projects on State Road and Turner Road. In order to provide a
reasonable means of access by walking or bicycling to destinations either for recreational
purposes or for primary means, the non-motorized transportation network needs to be
enhanced to further provide additional transportation options for residents. For residents
without an automobile, it can be very difficult to perform daily activities in a safe and
efficient manner.
Much of the existing non-motorized network is contained within other jurisdictions such
as the City of DeWitt and the City of East Lansing. The City of DeWitt and East Lansing
have a well-connected non-motorized transportation system that can be enhanced by
DeWitt Township with extended bike lane and pathway connections in addition to
sidewalk connections within the township limits.
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Township Existing Infrastructure

# of miles implemented

Bicycle Lanes

20.87

Shared Use

12.53

Sidewalk

49.97

Wide Shoulder

1.07

Table 1: Existing Infrastructure

Figure 9 is a graphic of the existing and future non-motorized system within the confines
of DeWitt Township, which includes other jurisdictional infrastructure. The City of East
Lansing has installed a shared use pathway system called the Northern Tier Trail that
comes near the Township boundary. The Northern Tier Trail is 4.5 miles of pathway that
connects to recreational areas within East Lansing and provides connectivity to the City
of East Lansing. In addition, the City of East Lansing has contiguous bicycle lanes along
Coolidge and Coleman Road that is located in the southeastern portion of the Township.
The City of DeWitt offers sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and shared use paths within its
jurisdictional boundaries.

There is a strong north/south and east/west bicycle lane

connection that offers a contiguous pathway for residents to use to traverse to Downtown
DeWitt. However, there are a number of Township residents outside of the City of DeWitt
that are within close proximity to the City boundary that do not have a safe connection
point to the City of DeWitt either by sidewalks or bicycle lanes.
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Figure 9: Current Existing & Future Conditions
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Assets
DeWitt Township is situated in a convenient location that has access to many regional
and local assets either through walking or biking. Within DeWitt Township, there are
several schools,
parks, shopping
centers, and a
traditional
downtown

area

that are within a
five

to

ten-

minute walk for
some

township

residents.

By

bicycle,

most

residents within
the

township

have access to
attraction
within

areas

a

ten-

minute

radius.

The

graphic

indicates

the

Township’s
determined asset
areas.

Figure 10: Asset Areas
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Constraints or Liabilities
One of the critical aspects of performing the analysis of a non-motorized transportation
plan is identifying the potential constraints that may prevent the plan from being fully
implemented.

Considerations such as land acquisition, coordination with external

agencies such as the Clinton County Road Commission, Michigan Department of
Transportation or other overlapping jurisdictions, current zoning and land use regulations
as well as the master plan, site characteristics, and funding to implement the plan need
to be taken into consideration before making a decision.

The Clinton County Road

Commission and Michigan Department of Transportation have provided staff support in
the development of this plan and will help the Township implement its vision for nonmotorized transportation and will be an asset to this committee in the implementation of
projects.
When it comes to land acquisition, some considerations need to be explored when trying
to acquire property. Donations, easements, leases, and purchase of land are ways to
acquire property from residents and businesses. If at all possible, trying to find people
that are willing to donate land should be the first avenue for the Township to explore to
try to reduce costs of implementing the plan. If a donation is not possible, trying to gain
access by an easement is the next option which allows access to property without owning
it. Leasing property may be an attractive option especially if the lease is specifically for
trail use only; it is cheaper than a purchase of property.
Liability is an issue that property owners are concerned with when it comes to having
trails on their property because of the fear of personal injury on their property. To ease
property owner concerns, the township can educate the public on how to reduce or
eliminate their liability by sharing the following information. In the State of Michigan there
is a Michigan Recreational Use Statute that protects landowners from lawsuit resulting
from someone being injured while using the public right of way unless it is deemed that
the injuries were caused by gross negligence or willful and wanton misconduct of the
owner, tenant, or lessee. The owner of land adjoining a trail may reduce their liability by
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making it clear that trail users are not invited onto the adjoining land. This can be aided
by having the trail designer develop signs, vegetative screening, or fencing. If a
landowner provides an easement for a public-use trail, the easement contract should
specify that the managing agency will carry liability insurance, will design the trail to
recognized standards, and will develop and carryout a maintenance plan. The landowner
may also request that an indemnification agreement be created in their favor.
There may be citizen resistance to change and the perception that sidewalks may bring
crime or negatively impact the value of their homes. Literature actually suggests the
opposite, homes that have non-motorized assets within close proximity tend to have
higher property values and are considered assets when choosing a home or business
location. According to the Federal Highway Administration, walkable neighborhoods often
have higher property values because homes in locations where residents can safely walk
to schools and other nearby destinations are desirable.

In regards to crime, more

pedestrian activity usually reduces street crime by providing more eyes on the street.
Great online educational resources like www.walkscore.com are available so individuals
can find out how walkable their community or neighborhood is.
Other factors or considerations that are needed for the implementation of the nonmotorized transportation plan are working within the right of ways which are controlled
by the Clinton County Road Commission (CCRC) or the Michigan Department of
Transportation (MDOT). Any proposed changes would require coordination with CCRC or
MDOT and ultimately would have to have their approval. A major barrier for creating a
north/south connection in DeWitt Charter Township is the I-69 and Old US 27
Interchange. It would require careful consideration by the state to allow pedestrians that
may not meet their requirements and may require alternative solutions to moving
pedestrians and bicyclists. Another barrier may be trying to reduce speeds on a road to
make them safer for pedestrians and bicyclists since speed limits are based on Michigan
State Police standards.
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Current zoning and land use regulations need to be evaluated to see where they may
lack in promoting a pedestrian friendly environment. Current issues such as setbacks and
separation of land uses contribute to the problems in promoting the use and effectiveness
of non-motorized transportation planning.

Trying to promote mixed uses and more

compact development can help achieve desired land use patterns that support walking.
There are certain geographic areas within the community that may be difficult to establish
sidewalks, pathways, and trails. Manmade and natural features can present problems in
connecting the system. Bodies of water, difficult terrain or an interstate off ramp bridge
that isolate users may be such barriers to deal with. Other issues may be a lack of
regulation or enforcement of policies to implement sidewalks and pathways when
development occurs.

Vision
Below are graphic illustrations of the vision for the non-motorized transportation system
in DeWitt Township. This vision is subject to change as this document is reviewed
periodically. The vision shall be used as a general guideline for implementing projects
based on their location and infrastructure requirements.

However, the type of

infrastructure proposed in the vision may be subject to change if certain barriers make
the implementation of such infrastructure non-feasible, if unique opportunities are
presented to alter the type of infrastructure improvements, or if engineering studies
determine changes are necessary.
Several municipalities have jurisdiction within close proximity of the township. The City
of DeWitt is surrounded by DeWitt Township and is located in the northwest corner of
the township. Both Bath Township and East Lansing have jurisdiction south and east of
the township. The City of Lansing recently acquired the airport property through the use
of a 425 agreement which is an intergovernmental conditional transfer of property with
DeWitt Charter Township in the southwestern portion of the township.
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2019 Non-Motorized Transportation System
Existing
Existing #
Infrastructure of miles

Proposed
Future #
Infrastructure of miles

Existing and
Future # of miles

Progress
to Vision

Sidewalks

49.97 Future Sidewalk

17.25

67.22

74.3%

Shared Use
Paths

Future Shared
12.53 Use

19.03

31.56

39.7%

Bike Lanes

Future Bike
20.87 Lane

25.45

46.31

45.1%

11.54

12.61

8.5%

1.06

1.06

0.0%

74.33

158.77

53.2%

Wide Shoulders

Future Wide
1.07 Shoulder

Gaps

0.00 Gaps

Total
Infrastructure

Total Future
84.44 Infrastructure

Table 2: Non-Motorized Existing and Future Infrastructure

Non-Motorized Transportation System 2019
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2013 to 2019 Mileage Added

Gap
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Future # of Miles

Figure 11: Non-motorized # of miles Chart for Existing and Future Infrastructure
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Proposed Policies and Programs
Within this section of the document, there are several proposed policies and programs
that can be implemented to help aid in the development of non-motorized transportation.
This section is intended to provide options for the community to use in any combination
to support non-motorized transportation.

Accommodate Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation
The United States Department of Transportation issued a policy statement on integrating
bicycling and walking into transportation infrastructure entitled Design Guidance

Accommodating Bicycle and Pedestrian Travel: A Recommended Approach. This
document indicates the federal government’s interpretation on how best to address the
non-motorized transportation requirements of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st
Century. It serves as the best national policy model for accommodating bicycle and
pedestrian travel.
The Design Guidance incorporates three key principles:
a. a policy statement that bicycling and walking facilities will be incorporated
into all transportation projects unless exceptional circumstances exist;
b. an approach to achieving this policy that has already worked in State and local
agencies; and
c. a series of action items that a public agency, professional association, or advocacy
group can take to achieve the overriding goal of improving conditions for bicycling
and walking.
The Policy Statement was drafted by the U.S. Department of Transportation in response
to Section 1202 (b) of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) with
the input and assistance of public agencies, professional associations and advocacy
groups.
The Policy Statement has four elements:
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a. an acknowledgment of the issues associated with balancing the competing
interests of motorized and non-motorized users;
b. a recommended policy approach to accommodating bicyclists and pedestrians
(including people with disabilities) that can be adopted by an agency or
organizations as a statement of policy to be implemented or a target to be reached
in the future;
c. a list of recommended actions that can be taken to implement the solutions and
approaches described above; and
d. further information and resources on the planning, design, operation, and
maintenance of facilities for bicyclists and pedestrians.
Listed below is the policy statement issued by the U.S. Department of Transportation.
1. Bicycle and pedestrian ways shall be established in new construction and
reconstruction projects in all urbanized areas unless one or more of three conditions are
met:
•

Bicyclists and pedestrians are prohibited by law from using the roadway. In this
instance, a greater effort may be necessary to accommodate bicyclists and
pedestrians elsewhere within the right of way or within the same transportation
corridor.

•

The cost of establishing bikeways or walkways would be excessively
disproportionate to the need or probable use. Excessively disproportionate is
defined as exceeding twenty percent of the cost of the larger transportation
project.

•

Where sparsity of population or other factors indicate an absence of need. For
example, the Portland Pedestrian Guide requires "all construction of new public
streets" to include sidewalk improvements on both sides, unless the street is a culde-sac with four or fewer dwellings or the street has severe topographic or natural
resource constraints.
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2. In rural areas, paved shoulders should be included in all new construction and
reconstruction projects on roadways used by more than 1,000 vehicles per day, as in
States such as Wisconsin. Paved shoulders have safety and operational advantages for
all road users in addition to providing a place for bicyclists and pedestrians to operate.
Rumble strips are not recommended where shoulders are used by bicyclists unless there
is a minimum clear path of four feet in which a bicycle may safely operate.
3. Sidewalks, shared use paths, street crossings (including over- and under-crossings),
pedestrian signals, signs, street furniture, transit stops and facilities, and all connecting
pathways shall be designed, constructed, operated and maintained so that all
pedestrians, including people with disabilities, can travel safely and independently.
4. The design and development of the transportation infrastructure shall improve
conditions for bicycling and walking through the following additional steps:
•

Planning projects for the long-term. Transportation facilities are long-term
investments that remain in place for many years. The design and construction of
new facilities that meet the criteria in item 1) above should anticipate likely future
demand for bicycling and walking facilities and not preclude the provision of future
improvements. For example, a bridge that is likely to remain in place for 50 years,
might be built with sufficient width for safe bicycle and pedestrian use in
anticipation that facilities will be available at either end of the bridge even if that
is not currently the case

•

Addressing the need for bicyclists and pedestrians to cross corridors as well as
travel along them. Even where bicyclists and pedestrians may not commonly use
a particular travel corridor that is being improved or constructed, they will likely
need to be able to cross that corridor safely and conveniently. Therefore, the
design of intersections and interchanges shall accommodate bicyclists and
pedestrians in a manner that is safe, accessible and convenient.
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•

Getting exceptions approved at a senior level. Exceptions for the non-inclusion of
bikeways and walkways shall be approved by a senior manager and be
documented with supporting data that indicates the basis for the decision.

•

Designing facilities to the best currently available standards and guidelines. The
design of facilities for bicyclists and pedestrians should follow design guidelines
and standards that are commonly used, such as the AASHTO Guide for the

Development of Bicycle Facilities, AASHTO's A Policy on Geometric Design of
Highways and Streets, and the ITE Recommended Practice "Design and Safety of
Pedestrian Facilities".

ADA
The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) is a law that recognizes and protects
the civil rights of people with disabilities. Title II of the ADA prohibits local governments
from discriminating against persons with a disability in the provision of services,
programs, and activities.
In February 2000, the FHWA issued a policy providing technical guidance to integrate
facilities for pedestrians, including persons with disabilities, into the transportation
infrastructure.
The ADA does not require public agencies to provide pedestrian facilities. However,
where pedestrian facilities exist they must be accessible. Furthermore, when public
agencies construct improvements providing access for pedestrians, the completed project
also must meet accessibility requirements for persons with disabilities to the maximum
extent feasible.
The Federal Highway Administration encourages the use of Americans with Disabilities
Act Accessibility Guideline (ADAAG) standards for the design criteria for accessibility. The
Federal Highway Administration provides a great resource for local governments to use
in designing accessible pedestrian facilities. The resource can be found online at the
Federal Highway Administration’s website and the report is “Designing Sidewalks and
Trails for Access. Part II of II: Best Practices Design Guide”.

The report provides
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information on how to implement the requirements of Title II of the ADA. It is the most
comprehensive report available for designing sidewalks and street crossings and contains
compatible information on providing accessibility with information published by the
Access Board in the ADAAG.

Planning & Design
When planning and designing non-motorized plans it is important to accommodate
pedestrian safety and accessibility because everyone is a pedestrian. Accessibility is a
key factor because there are people that are unable to drive an automobile. Without
pedestrian safe streets, a community is not livable. A walkable environment promotes
business activity by putting people on the streets and wayfinding as well as promoting
physical activity and exercise. Legislation such as the Moving Ahead for Progress in the
21st Century Act (MAP-21) requires that non-motorized modes of transportation be
integrated into the transportation planning process.
There are a number of planning elements that affect pedestrian safety such as land use,
street connectivity, access management,
site design, and level of service. Land Use
planning has traditionally promoted the
expansion of the roadway system and
facilitating travel over longer distances.
With traditional Euclidean zoning, different
land uses have been segregated from each other creating problems for a pedestrian
environment. The problem has resulted in commercial areas that are concentrated in
auto dominated corridors. The consequence of segregating land uses has translated to
long travel distances that are not conducive to walking. The solution is to change land
use policies that bring destinations closer together such as allowing mixed use, small
scale retail in neighborhoods, creating neighborhood parks, and site schools closer to
residences and parks.
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Street connectivity creates a pedestrian friendly system by reducing walking distances,
offering more route choices, more quiet local streets, and dispersing traffic away from
arterials for trips. The problem is that too many times streets are isolated from other
streets. A potential solution to the problem is to create greenways or non-motorized
paths that connect to other streets. When street connectivity is lacking, it leads to wider
streets that have to support automobiles. A lack of street connectivity leads to larger
intersections with more left-hand turning actions. If the township adopted a policy that
requires neighborhoods need to be connected or provide pathways to connect to other
neighborhoods, it would provide options for pedestrians to walk to other neighborhoods
or asset areas within the township rather than be required to use an automobile.
Access Management creates safer conditions for driveways and reduces conflict points in
the transportation system that lead to more pedestrian safety. There are two techniques
used in access management. The first technique is creating a median where no left turns
are allowed out of a driveway. The second technique consolidates driveways making for
less access points in the system. The use of medians has shown to provide a higher
benefit to pedestrians than consolidating driveways because it reduces the number of
conflict points on the roadway, which makes it less complicated for users of the system.
By adopting access management standards, it provides a safer and more efficient
transportation environment for both automobiles and pedestrians.
Site Design standards regulate the distances of buildings from the street also known as
setbacks. Typically, buildings are designed to accommodate automobiles making access
for pedestrians difficult. The solution is to bring buildings closer to the street and put
parking in the rear of the site.

It creates a street where drivers know to expect

pedestrians. A sea of asphalt is not inviting for pedestrians to traverse parking lots while
vehicles circulate within them. Fast food places typically favor drive thru traffic over
pedestrian access making it dangerous since they have to walk through the drive thru
lane traffic to get to the front door. Alternative design standards can promote pedestrian
access without vehicular conflicts. These goals are achieved by local ordinances that
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must be enforced. They are beyond the scope of road designers, yet contribute greatly
to the safety, comfort and aesthetics of the walking experience.
The Level of Service (LOS) standards on street design and pedestrian safety need to be
addressed.

The Highway Capacity Manual that assesses LOS is biased towards

automobile traffic only. Traffic speed is a huge factor in safety and the core safety issue
is pedestrians crossing the street. The LOS for pedestrians can increase by transforming
a 5-lane road in a commercial strip to a safer road for everyone. The solution for a safer
road in this environment can be realized by implementing road diets, medians,
implementing sidewalks and bike lanes without acquiring anymore right of way.
The ADA prohibits state and local governments from discriminating against disabled
persons.

The ADA provides Accessibility Guidelines but does not currently address

sidewalks and trails which is why the Federal Highway Administration published the report
“Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Part II of II: Best Practices Design Guide” in
2001. The report recommends that the guidelines be used when considering how to best
accommodate persons with disabilities in public rights of way. It would be recommended
that the local government adopt the standards or use the principles in the report for
designing sidewalks in their community.
AASHTO’s Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets is a highway design guide,
commonly known as the “Green Book,” that was published in 2001 and provides direction
to the engineering and planning community on design measures for roadways. The Green
Book provides direction on pedestrian facility design elements such as sidewalk separation
from the roadway, sidewalk widths, curbs, medians, and islands.
AASHTO wrote a book on the Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian
Facilities. The purpose of the book is to provide guidance on planning, design and
operation of pedestrian facilities along streets and highways.

It recommends the

following resources for design regulations and guidelines:
•

AASHTO’s Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (Green Book)
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•

Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD)

•

Highway Capacity Manual (HCM)

•

Uniform Vehicle Code (UVC)

•

Americans with Disability Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG)

The book discusses pedestrian planning strategies by integrating pedestrian issues into
transportation planning studies, prioritizing pedestrian improvement projects, taking into
account pedestrians in rural areas, and phased development of sidewalks.
Facilities need to be designed to the best currently available standards and guidelines.
The design of facilities for bicyclists and pedestrians should follow design guidelines and
standards that are commonly used, such as the AASHTO Guide for the Development of

Bicycle Facilities, AASHTO's A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, and
the ITE Recommended Practice "Design and Safety of Pedestrian Facilities.

Complete
Streets
Complete Streets
are

safe,

comfortable, and
convenient

for

travel

for

everyone,

Figure 12: Graphic Example of a Complete Street that meets all modes of transportation for all
users

regardless of age or ability – motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, and public transportation
riders.

A local Complete Streets policy can help a community set the path to a

transportation system that provides safer access for all road users by articulating the
benefits of Complete Streets and providing political support for moving in that direction.
The reason for adopting a complete streets policy is to gradually create a complete
network of roads that serve all users. Some of the benefits of Complete Streets include:
safety, public health, access and transportation equity, affordable transportation choices,
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economic development, improving the environment, increases cost effectiveness, and the
quality of life within a community.
The elements of a complete street policy include the following: a vision for how and why
the community wants to complete its streets.

It specifies that all users include

pedestrians, bicyclists and transit passengers of all ages and abilities, as well as trucks,
buses, and automobiles.

It encourages street connectivity and aims to create a

comprehensive, integrated, connected network for all modes. The policy is adoptable by
all agencies to cover all roads. It applies to both new and retrofit projects, including
design, planning, maintenance, and operations, for the entire right of way. It makes any
exceptions specific and sets a clear procedure that requires a high level approval of
exceptions. The policy directs the use of the latest and best design criteria and guidelines
while recognizing the need for flexibility in balancing user needs. It directs that complete
streets solutions will complement the context of the community.

It establishes

performance standards with measurable outcomes. Lastly, it includes specific next steps
for implementation of the policy.
Many states are adopting statewide complete street policies but there is still a need at
the local level for communities to adopt a complete streets policy. Statewide level policies
apply only to state department of transportation owned and funded roads. The need for
local Complete Streets policies still exists for local transportation authority’s so that city
and county roads belong to a Complete Streets network. In August, 2010, Governor
Granholm signed the Complete Streets bills into law.

As a requirement of the passed

legislation, it required that the Michigan Department of Transportation adopt a Complete
Streets policy by August, 2012. On July 26th, 2012, as required by PA 134 and PA 135 of
2010, the State Transportation Commission officially adopted a Complete Streets policy.
A strong vision can inspire a community to follow through on its complete streets policy.
A vision is not a one size fits all approach and needs to be tailored to fit community’s
individual needs. A true complete streets policy must apply to everyone traveling along
the road. A sidewalk without curb ramps is useless to someone using a wheelchair. A
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street with an awkwardly placed public transportation stop without safe crossings is
dangerous for riders. A fast-moving road with no safe space for cyclists will discourage
those who depend on bicycles for transportation. A road with heavy freight traffic must
be planned with those vehicles in mind.

Older adults and children face particular

challenges as they are more likely to be seriously injured or killed along a roadway.
Automobiles are an important part of a complete street as well, as any change made to
better accommodate other modes will have an effect on personal vehicles too. In some
cases, like the installation of curb bulb-outs, these changes can improve traffic flow and
the driving experience. Several local examples can be found of communities that have
adopted Complete Streets Ordinances such as Lansing Charter Township, Delhi Charter
Township, and Meridian Charter Township.
All agencies and all roads
Creating complete streets networks is difficult because many agencies control our streets.

They are built and maintained by state, county, and local agencies, and private developers
often build new roads. Typical complete streets policies cover only one jurisdiction’s
roadways, which can cause network problems: a bike lane on one side of a bridge
disappears on the other because the road is no longer controlled by the agency that built
the lane. Another common issue to resolve is inclusion of complete streets elements in
sub-division regulations, which govern how private developers build their new streets. It
is important to note that DeWitt Charter Township does not have control of the roads but
does work with Clinton County Road Commission and Michigan Department of
Transportation on road projects and aids in funding projects.
All projects
For many years, multi-modal streets have been treated as ’special projects’ requiring

extra planning, funding, and effort. The complete streets approach is different. Its intent
is to view all transportation improvements as opportunities to create safer, more
accessible streets for all users, including pedestrians, cyclists, and public transportation
passengers. Under this approach, even small projects can be an opportunity to make
meaningful improvements. In repaving projects, for example, an edge stripe can be
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shifted to create more room for cyclists. In routine work on traffic lights, the timing can
be changed to better accommodate pedestrians walking at a slower speed. A strong
complete streets policy will integrate complete streets planning into all types of projects,
including new construction, reconstruction, rehabilitation, repair, and maintenance.
Exceptions
Making a policy work in the real world requires developing a process to handle exceptions

to providing for all modes in each project. The Federal Highway Administration’s guidance
on accommodating bicycle and pedestrian travel named three exceptions that have
become commonly used in complete streets policies: 1) accommodation is not necessary
on corridors where nonmotorized use is prohibited, such as interstate freeways; 2) cost
of accommodation is excessively disproportionate to the need or probable use; 3) a
documented absence of current or future need. Many communities have included their
own exceptions, such as severe topological constraints. In addition to defining exceptions,
there must be a clear process for granting them, where a senior level department head
must approve them. Any exceptions should be kept on record and publicly available.
Design criteria
Communities adopting a complete streets policy should review their design policies to

ensure their ability to accommodate all modes of travel, while still providing flexibility to
allow designers to tailor the project to unique circumstances. Some communities will opt
to re-write their design manual. Others will refer to existing design guides, such as those
issued by AASHTO, state design standards, and the Americans with Disabilities Act
Accessibility Guidelines.
Contex t-sensitive
An effective complete streets policy must be sensitive to the community context. Being

clear about this in the initial policy statement can calm fears that the policy will require
inappropriately wide roads in quiet neighborhoods or miles of little-used sidewalks in rural
areas. A strong statement about context can help align transportation and land use
planning goals, creating livable, strong neighborhoods.

37 | P a g e

P erform ance m easures
The traditional performance measure for transportation planning has been vehicular Level

of Service (LOS) – a measure of automobile congestion. Complete streets’ planning
requires taking a broader look at how the system is serving all users. Communities with
complete streets policies can measure success through a number of ways: the miles of
on-street bicycle routes created; new linear feet of pedestrian accommodation; changes
in the number of people using public transportation, bicycling, or walking (mode shift);
number of new street trees; and/or the creation or adoption of a new multi-modal Level
of Service standard that better measures the quality of travel experience.
I m plem entation
Taking a complete streets policy from paper into practice is not easy, but providing some

momentum with specific implementation steps can help. Some policies establish a task
force or commission to work toward policy implementation. There are four key steps for
successful implementation: 1) Restructure procedures to accommodate all users on every
project; 2) Develop new design policies and guides; 3) Offer workshops and other training
opportunities to planners and engineers; and 4) Institute better ways to measure
performance and collect data on how well the streets are serving all users.

Safe Routes to Schools
Safe Routes to School (SR2S) is an international movement—and now a federal
program—to make it safe, convenient and fun for children to bicycle and walk to school.
When routes are safe, walking or biking to and from school is an easy way to get the
regular physical activity children need for good health. Safe Routes to School initiatives
also help ease traffic jams and air pollution, unite neighborhoods and contribute to
students’ readiness to learn in school. Today there are fewer children walking and biking
to school resulting in increased automobile trips for parents dropping their children off to
school. According to the Center for Disease Control, in 1969, 42% of children walked to
school whereas only 16% did in 2001. It is estimated that 20-25% of morning traffic can
be attributed to parents driving their children to school. Some of the most common
barriers to walking and biking to school can be based on distance to school from home,
traffic danger, bad weather, and fear of crime.
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The Federal Highway Administration’s Guidance on the Safe Routes to School Program
provides useful web-based information on Safe Routes to Schools. The purpose of the
program is to:
1. Enable and encourage children, including those with disabilities, to walk and
bicycle to school;
2. Make bicycling and walking to school a safer and more appealing transportation
alternative, thereby encouraging a healthy and active lifestyle from an early age;
and
3. To facilitate the planning, development, and implementation of projects and
activities that will improve safety and reduce traffic, fuel consumption, and air
pollution in the vicinity of schools.
The desired outcomes of a program include:
•

Increased bicycle, pedestrian, and traffic safety

•

More children walking and bicycling to and from schools

•

Decreased traffic congestion

•

Improved childhood health

•

Reduced childhood obesity

•

Encouragement of healthy and active lifestyles

•

Improved air quality

•

Improved community safety

•

Reduced fuel consumption

•

Increased community security

•

Enhanced community accessibility

•

Increased community involvement

•

Improvements to the physical environment that increase the ability to walk
and bicycle to and from schools

•

Improved partnerships among schools, local municipalities, parents, and
other community groups, including non-profit organizations
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•

Increased interest in bicycle and pedestrian accommodations throughout a
community

The attractiveness of enrolling in the Safe Routes to School program is that the federal
and state government provides funding for improvements to K-8 grade schools. In order
to be eligible for funds, schools have to complete the following prerequisites. The first
step is to register into the program. Secondly, the school has to designate a Safe Routes
to School coordinator. The third objective is to establish a Safe Routes to School team.
The next step is to perform surveys to assess attitudes and behaviors toward walking and
biking to school. The fifth step is accessing how safe walking and/or biking routes are.
The last step is developing an Action Plan. The action plan addresses how the Safe
Routes to School program will educate, encourage, enforce, and assess engineering
needs.
Funding can be spent on infrastructure and non-infrastructure improvements.
Infrastructure improvements include sidewalks, traffic calming and speed reduction,
pedestrian crossings, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and traffic diversion improvements
in the vicinity of schools. Non infrastructure improvements include activities to encourage
walking and bicycling to school, public awareness and outreach, traffic education and
enforcement, and funding for training volunteers and managers. Funding of the program
must increase the safety of walking and biking to school and/or increase the number of
students walking and biking to school.
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials Guide for the

Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities lists the following procedures for
developing safer school walking routes:
•

Form and support a safety advisory committee.

•

Prepare base maps for the area around the school

•

Inventory existing walking conditions and traffic characteristics

•

Survey children and parents walking concerns
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•

Design the walk routes.

•

Identify improvement areas.

•

Get approval of route maps from all necessary parties.

•

Implement improvements.

•

Distribute maps and educate students and parents.

•

Evaluate the effectiveness of the program.
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The Plan
Major Connectors
Old US 27: Clinton-Ionia-Shiawassee Trail
This corridor has the highest traffic
volumes within the Township and has
among the highest speeds.

This

corridor is anticipated to experience
commercial growth over the next 20
years and as properties continue to
develop in this area it would be best
to have pedestrians and bicyclists
separated from automobile traffic
along this portion of Old US 27. This
corridor would allow for a north/south
connection to bring residents down to
the shopping areas along Old US 27
safely and be able to connect to other
non-motorized infrastructure such as
the CIS Trail up in St. Johns.
Approximately 5.5 miles of pathway
would need to be constructed to fully
implement this project.
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North/South City of DeWitt to Old Town
The township identified Turner Road as the major north/south connector and Turner
experienced road improvements to widen the shoulder for bicycle lanes all the way from
Sheridan Road north to Herbison Road from 2012 to 2015. This improvement was a
critical north/south connection for the Non-Motorized transportation network.
North/South I-69 and Old US 27 connector
A major challenge of moving pedestrians south from the north side of the I-69 and Old
US 27 Interchange is the overpass. Since it is unlikely that pedestrians would be able to
cross the overpass, the committee identified multiple alternative routes.
North/South I-69 Wood Road Connector
Webb Road is east of Old US 27 and west of US 127. Wood Road would provide a good
north/south connection for residents near Old US 27 to be able to get from north of the
I-69 Interchange to gaining access to amenities to the south like Granger Meadows Park,
the Northern Tier Trail system, or Eastwood Towne Center. It is recommended that a
bicycle lane with sidewalks be implemented along Webb Road due to the lack of
population density concentrations rather than the implementation of a shared use
pathway.
East/West Clark Road Corridor
Clark Road divides the township in half as an east/west corridor. This corridor could
provide a strong junction point for multiple north/south connections by providing more
direct routes that would allow users to connect to Turner (downtown DeWitt and Old
Town), Wood Road (Granger Meadows Park and Eastwood), as well as Chandler Road
(Bath Township, Chandler Crossings, and the Northern Tier Trail).
East/West State Road Corridor
State road is a major east/west corridor within the southern tier of the township. This
corridor could provide residents in the southern tier convenient and safe non-motorized
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access to connect to the Turner Road bicycle lanes which would provide individuals the
opportunity to head north towards the City of DeWitt or south towards Old Town. State
Road could also transport individuals the Chandler Crossings area or the Northern Tier
Trail system that connects to East Lansing.
East/West Round Lake Road
Round Lake road is a major east/west corridor in the northern portion of the township.
This corridor could provide residents in the northern portion of the township convenient
and safe non-motorized access to connect to the City of DeWitt or access across Old US
27 and US 127. This corridor could transport individuals to connect to Webb Road. Webb
road is intended to include bicycle lanes that would connect people to the Eastwood
Towne Center. Having another connection point to Webb Road would make access to
the southeastern part of the township more efficient to use non-motorized transportation.

Ranking Process and Implementation Strategies
The DeWitt Township non-motorized committee identified a system to determine
priorities for projects by using a weighted ranking process. Seven criteria are used for
quantitative analysis to score projects based on proximity to its surroundings.

The

ranking process is proximity based, which takes into consideration the project proposal
and how it addresses the seven criteria. The seven criterions are the following:
•

Connection to Commerce. This evaluates the project and determines how
close the project is business activity centers.

This process is handled

utilizing Geographic Information Systems (GIS).
•

Connection to Schools. This evaluates the project and determines how
close the project is to schools. This criterion was weighted the second
highest by the non-motorized transportation committee.

•

Connection to Existing Infrastructure. This is the highest weighted criteria
by the committee. In order to have an efficient non-motorized system, it
needs to be well connected.
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•

Connection to Recreational Areas.

To increase the quality of life for

residents, amenities such as parks were identified as a major component in
the ranking process. Gaining non-motorized access to parks and other
recreation areas promotes an active lifestyle that many residents seek.
•

Connection to Gap Areas. Gaps in the non-motorized system are a critical
reason why people do not walk or bike to destinations. With gaps in the
system, it compromises consistency and safety that individuals look for
when deciding to walk or bike and the routes that are used.

•

Connection to Neighborhoods. The City of DeWitt and DeWitt Township
have a significant number of subdivisions and apartments that serve denser
populations. The non-motorized committee feels that it is important to
target connectivity to neighborhoods in the non-motorized system. Without
non-motorized infrastructure near homes, people then have to drive a
vehicle to areas that are served by non-motorized transportation.

•

Will the Project Increase Safety? This criterion is subjective in nature but
there are some measurable data that can be evaluated in ranking a project.
Considerations such as road speed, accidents, and the type of nonmotorized improvement can indicate the level of safety for pedestrians and
bicyclists.

An example of how the ranking process works is identified in Table 4 on the next page.
If a project proposal is within a short distance (5 minute walk) from commerce, the
project would receive a score of 4 points times its weighted score of 2.75 which would
be 11 points. If a particular project were to receive 4 ranking score points for each
criterion, the project could receive 100 points as a best possible score. The distances are
based on a 5 minute walk, 10 minute walk, 5 minute bike ride, and 10 minute bike ride.
4 points are awarded if a project is within a 5 minute walk, 3 points for a 10 minute walk,
2 points for a 5 minute bike ride, 1 point for a 10 minute bike ride, and 0 points if it does
not meet any of the criteria above and those numbers are multiplied by the rated score
for each of the seven criterion. Four of the criteria utilize the proximity-based approach
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and the other three utilize yes or no answers to determine how projects are scored. The
four criterions that utilize the proximity-based approach are connection to commerce,
neighborhoods, parks, and schools. The other three receive either all points or no points
depending on if a project will connect to existing infrastructure, gaps, or increase safety.
Connecting to existing infrastructure warrants additional points for a project because it
will help make a more contiguous system and build off from what already exists.
Connecting gap areas are even more critical because these are short segments that will
create key connections to existing infrastructure that will make the system contiguous in
areas that may have small segments that are disjointed. Gaps will always be connecting
to existing infrastructure and therefore, will warrant additional points on top of projects
that will be connecting to existing infrastructure.

Weighted System to Determine Project Score
10 min
5 minute walk walk
5 min bike
10 min bike
11
8.25
5.5
2.75
Connection to Commerce
16.5
12.375
8.25
4.125
Connection to Schools
15
11.25
7.5
3.75
Connection to Recreational Areas
11.5
8.625
5.75
2.875
Connection to neighborhood

Yes

No

Connection to Existing Infrastructure

17.5

0

Connection to Gap Area

14.5

0

7 or 14
100

0

Bonus (Safety, Heavy Demand, etc.)
Best Possible Score

If yes, then project gets full
score on criteria.
Otherwise, it ranks as a
zero.
0, 7, 14 points based on if it
has a significant impact

Table 3: Ranking Criteria

This initial ranking system is the first step towards implementation by identifying high
priority projects and is intended to be an objective. The next step is more subjective
based on timing and convenience of the project and if these projects can be coordinated
with other projects to save costs. The township should consider the priorities of the plan
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first to determine which projects can fit within the scope of the township’s future
improvements. It would be advised to coordinate non-motorized transportation projects
along with future road improvements and address them at those particular times.
The implementation of the non-motorized network will be a part of the Capital
Improvement Program and should be evaluated each year to determine the best strategy
for completing projects. Implementation will also be achieved when development occurs
in areas where future non-motorized improvements are needed. Another consideration
should be adopting policies and/or programs as indicated in the previous section to set
policies in place for decision making. Below is a graphic that shows the criterion for which
the proximity based ranking system is applied (Asset Areas).
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Figure 13: Ranking Criteria Map
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Project Scores
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Completed Projects
2013 Priority Type

Project

1 Gap

Schavey Road

2 Sidewalk

Old US 27

3 Shared Use Padgett Park
4 Shared Use Schavey Road
5 Shared Use Old US 27
7 Sidewalk Schavey Road
Herbison
10 Shared Use Road
11 Gap

Wieland Road

12 Sidewalk

Old US 27

13 Sidewalk

Brook Road

14 Shared Use Old US 27
Herbison
19 Shared Use Road
Old US 27
20 Gap
25 Bike Lane

Turner Road

28 Shared Use Clark Road
30 Bike Lane State Road
43 Sidewalk Old US 27

Category
Completed

Sub-Project
West of Schavey Road Plaza
north to Herbison Road
Sheridan Road to State
Road
Connection to Schavey &
Clark Road
Schavey Road Plaza south
to Parkwood Drive
Sheridan Road to Wieland
Road
Clark Road to Parkwood
Drive
DeWitt Sports Park to
Primrose Drive
Old US 27 to DeWitt
Township Fire Station
State Road to Northcrest
Road
State Road to Wieland
Road & a portion of State
Road
Ralph Street to Northcrest
Road
Primrose Drive to Old US 27
Speedway to Burger King
Sheridan Road to Herbison
Road
Schavey Road to Panther
Drive
Turner Road to Wood Road
Aaron Road to Clark Road

Count % of 2013 Total Mileage
17
28.33%

S.O.R. Completed

Year Completed

Mileage

15.18

% of 2013 Total
21.40%

Commerce Neighborhood Recreation Schools Existing Gap Bonus Total

E

Yes

2016

0.21

11.0

11.5

15.0

16.5

17.5 14.5

14.0 100.0

W

Yes

2015

1

11.0

11.5

15.0

16.5

17.5 0.0

14.0

85.5

N/W

Yes

2016

3

11.0

11.5

15.0

16.5

17.5 0.0

14.0

85.5

E

Yes

2016

0.15

11.0

11.5

15.0

16.5

17.5 0.0

14.0

85.5

E

Yes

2015

0.75

11.0

11.5

15.0

16.5

17.5 0.0

14.0

85.5

W, E

Yes

2016

0.8

8.3

11.5

15.0

16.5

17.5 0.0

14.0

82.8

N/S

Yes

2017

0.8

5.5

11.5

15.0

12.4

17.5 0.0

14.0

75.9

S

Yes

2015

0.08

11.0

11.5

15.0

4.1

17.5 14.5

0.0

73.6

W

Yes

2015

0.55

11.0

11.5

15.0

4.1

17.5 0.0

14.0

73.1

W/S

Yes

2015

0.1

11.0

11.5

15.0

12.4

17.5 0.0

7.0

74.4

E

Yes

2015

0.61

11.0

11.5

15.0

4.1

17.5 0.0

14.0

73.1

N/S
E

Yes
Yes

2017
2014

0.75
0.1

11.0
11.0

11.5
11.5

7.5
3.8

4.1
0.0

17.5 0.0
17.5 14.5

14.0
7.0

65.6
65.3

W/E

Yes

2015

4.25

2.8

11.5

15.0

12.4

17.5 0.0

0.0

59.1

N
N/S
W

Yes
Yes
Yes

2018
2016
2015

0.25
1.67
0.11

2.8
2.8
11.0

11.5
11.5
11.5

7.5
15.0
3.8

16.5
0.0
0.0

17.5 0.0
17.5 0.0
17.5 0.0

0.0
7.0
0.0

55.8
53.8
43.8
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Priority Project List
The 2019 non-motorized transportation committee has updated the projects based on
four areas such as gaps, bike lanes, pathways, and major connectors. The same criteria
was used by the initial non-motorized transportation committee. Not all potential projects
are identified below and these priorities may change as other projects take place. The
gap projects identify minor improvement areas that connect to make a contiguous
system. The bike lane projects will highlight areas that are most likely to utilize bike lanes
in the township. Pathways include shared use paths that determine areas within the
township that could utilize this type of infrastructure. Major connectors are projects that
take into consideration large road segments that may need a combination of bike lanes
or pathways that are vital for connectivity within the township.

Connector projects

indicate the primary destination and attraction areas in which people need to travel and
are critical to the north/south and east west connections for non-motorized
transportation. Below is a legend of the Non-Motorized System that show the types of
infrastructure improvements needed to create a comprehensive network of sidewalks,
bike paths, and other pathways.
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Gaps
1. DeWitt Road: north of City of DeWitt to Arbor Meadows (#1 Overall)
If sidewalks were implemented north of the city limits, it would create a contiguous
sidewalk system that would lead into the
Arbor Meadows subdivision. There is a
sidewalk gap of approximately 0.15 miles
that prohibits pedestrians from being
able to walk from the subdivision to
downtown DeWitt. This project will
potentially be completed as part of a Safe
Routes to School Grant (SRTS) in 2020.
2. Webb Road: Oakland Hills Drive to Burlingame Drive (#3 Overall)
Along Webb Road, there is a gap of approximately 0.2 miles that separates the
Oakland

Hills

and

Northway Hills subdivision
from

sidewalk

on

the

south side of Webb Road.
The completion of this
project
residents

would
of

allow
these

neighborhoods to safely
access Old US 27.
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3. Norris Road: Howe Road to Crofton Drive (#4 Overall)
Approximately 6 homes on the west side of the
road are missing sidewalk to connect to the
Springbrook Hills Subdivision.
contiguous

All 6 homes are

and would create

a

continuous

connection of the subdivision along with tying into
the City of DeWitt’s sidewalk system which would
allow individuals to walk safely to downtown
DeWitt. There is an approximate gap of 0.15 miles
that prevents residents of Springbrook Hills from
utilizing a direct route that would connect with the
City of DeWitt’s sidewalk system.
4. Howe Road: West of Schavey Road to East of Crowner Farms (#10
Overall)
Approximately 5 homes on the north side of Howe Road are missing sidewalk to
connect Crowner Farms and its surrounding area to the City of DeWitt. The creation
of a sidewalk would increase safety and access to the surrounding area. This sidewalk
gap is approximately 0.16 miles and will potentially be completed as part of a Safe
Routes to School (SRTS) Grant in 2020.
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Bike Lanes
1. Howe Road: Airport Road to Norris Road (#7 Overall)
The City of DeWitt has bicycle lanes along Schavey Road that allow pedestrians to be
able to travel to north/south from Howe to Herbison Road. However, the system is
disjointed since their bicycle lanes are separated by DeWitt Township jurisdiction over
the roadways at Howe. It would be recommended to build off the existing bicycle
lanes and bring them back east towards the City of DeWitt. A more contiguous bicycle
pathway system would be created that allows users more flexibility in alternative travel
routes to different areas of the township and City of DeWitt. Approximately 1.03 miles
of bike lanes would be required to make this connection. A smaller portion of bike
lane could be implemented on Howe Road from Schavey Road east to Norris Road
where the City of DeWitt bike lane system ends to create more contiguity. This small
section would require approximately 0.31 miles of roadway improvements.

2. Airport Road: Clark Road to Howe Road (#18 Overall)
Airport Road separates DeWitt Township from Watertown Township. Along this
section of road, there is a significant amount of population that would be served
by on road facilities. Bicycle lanes or a wide shoulder would be a great solution to
create more north and south connections within the Township.

Watertown

Township has a significant housing development along this portion of the road as
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well that may provide individuals opportunities to safely bike into DeWitt. 2 miles
of bike lane would be necessary to make this connection.

3. Webb Road: Old US 27 to City of DeWitt (#23 Overall)
Webb Road services a significant amount of single-family houses between a major
corridor in Old US 27 and the City of DeWitt. This bicycle lane would connect with the
existing bike lane network in the City of DeWitt and would proivde a direct connection
to Old US 27 from the City. 0.78 miles of bike lane improvements would be necessary
to make this
connection.
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4. Round Lake Road: Old US 27 to City of DeWitt (#24 Overall)
Round Lake Road serves as a connection from the Township’s main thoroughfare (Old
US 27) to the City of DeWitt. The creation of a bike lane along this stretch of roadway
would allow increased connectivity between the City and Old US 27 without
significantly impacting the aesthetic of the area. Approximately 1 mile of bike lane
improvements would be necessary to make this connection.

5. DeWitt Road: City of DeWitt to Cutler Road (#34 Overall)
DeWitt Road serves as a major connector for the City of DeWitt and
the Township. By creating an extension of existing bike lane from the
City to the Township Boundary to the north (Cutler Road), residents
will have much easier access to the northwest portion of the Township.
Approximately 0.5 miles of bike lane improvements would be necessary
to make this connnection.
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Shared Use Pathways
1. Clark Road: Saffron Hills Connection & DeWitt Road (#2 Overall)
The Saffron Hills subdivision is south of I-69 and is accessed from Airport Road. A
pathway exists within this subdivision but only provides circulation within the
subdivision property. This
project

is

proposed

to

continue a shared use path
connection along I-69 and
connect into Clark Road as
well as extend the shared
use pathway system from
the Clark Road & DeWitt
Road intersection to the
DeWitt Road & Herbison
Road intersection.

This

connection would provide
residents within this area
the ability to connect to
the

Schavey

Plaza,

schools, and the Old US 27
shopping area by nonmotorized transportation.
Approximately 1.22 miles
of pathway are needed for
this project.
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2. Herbison Road: Schavey Road to DeWitt Road (#5 Overall)
DeWitt Charter Township has jurisdiction along this area on the south side of Herbison
Road until the school property. If pathways were implemented, it would provide a
continuous block of sidewalks along Schavey and to the school property.
Approximately 0.75 miles of pathway would be needed along Herbison to connect to
the school sidewalk system. This project could potentially be completed in 2020 with
the SRTS Grant.

3. Clark Road: Airport Road to I-69 Overpass (#14 Overall)
Clark Road is anticipated to have more intense future development over the next 20
years. As traffic demand increases along this roadway and high traffic speeds through
this area, that it would be best to separate pedestrians and automobile traffic along
this portion of Clark Road. An effort to create a strong east/west connection is
intended to be made along this corridor that also promotes a safe pedestrian
environment. A well interconnected shared use pathway system is intended within
this portion of the Township and would be a great asset for this community.
Approximately 1.06 miles of pathway is needed for this corridor.

4. Granger Meadows Lane: West Pavilion to Old US 27 (#15 Overall)
The Granger Meadows trail system is a tremendous asset to the community.
Extending this pathway system along the north side of Granger Meadows Lane
from the West Pavilion to Old US 27 would create a more direct connection to Old
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US 27 and the southern corridor of the Township. Approximately 0.58 miles of
pathway is needed for this project.

5. Old US 27: Old US 27 Shopping Area to Twinbrook Drive (#28 Overall)
Old US 27 is a major corridor within DeWitt
Township and the continuation of shared use
pathway along the shopping area between
Twinbrook Drive and Herbison Road would
increase the safety and accessibility of the
area. Approximately 0.23 miles of shared use
pathway would be necessary to make this
connection.
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Sidewalk
1. Pride Drive: Schavey Road to Panther Drive (City of DeWitt) (#6 Overall)
The lack of a sidewalk on the south side of Pride Drive is affecting nearby DeWitt
Township Residents. While the sidewalk may be located within the City of DeWitt, it
would be of great benefit to the Township to have this sidewalk completed.
Approximately 0.35 miles of sidewalk improvements is needed. This project could
potentially be completed in 2020 with the SRTS Grant.

2. Webb Road: Old US 27 to City of DeWitt (#8 Overall)
The lack of a sidewalk connecting Webb Road to the City of DeWitt sidewalk system
is affecting the residents located along Webb Road. This connection would increase
the overall safety of the area. In addition, access to the surrounding area would be
increased. Approximately 1.16 miles of sidewalk is needed for this project.
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3. Panther Drive: DeWitt High School to Cottonwood Drive (#9 Overall)
The addition of a sidewalk along Panther Drive connecting to nearby subdivisions
would significantly increase the safety and connectivity of residents to DeWitt High
School.

Approximately

0.32 miles of sidewalk
improvements is needed.
This

project

could

potentially be completed
in 2020 with the SRTS Grant.
4. Valley Road: Turner Road to Old US 27 (#11 Overall)
A sidewalk on Valley Road would be a vital connection between Old US 27 and Turner
Road. To create a continuous path to Old US 27, sidewalk would have to be
implemented across the northern portion of Valley Road to allow residents to safely
gain access to the localized Old US 27 sidewalk system. Approximately 0.39 miles of
sidewalk would be needed in this area.

5. Herbison Road: Schavey Road to Airport Road (#12 Overall)
Although a portion of sidewalk is on the City of DeWitt property, it would provide a
recreational connection to Padgett Park which both City and Township residents can
enjoy access to Padgett Park. As Padgett Park continues to develop its trail system,
this

will

become

a

stronger

recreational asset in the area that
residents will enjoy. Approximately
1.73 miles of sidewalk is needed to
make this connection. This project
could potentially be completed in
2020 with the SRTS Grant.
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PART VI- Funding Sources
A number of funding sources were identified that can be used for non-motorized
transportation. The Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit Administration
provide many eligible funding sources for bicycle and pedestrian activities through the
federal government grant dollars to local communities.
provides

some

funding

opportunities

as

well

as

The state of Michigan also
various

local

and

private

funds/organizations. Below is a list of funding programs listed by federal, state, and local
organizations.
Federal Sources
MAP-21 Funding Categories: Bicycle/Pedestrian Considerations
MAP-21 offers a great degree of flexibility in spending Federal funds for transportation
purposes. As a result, bicycle and pedestrian projects are eligible for funding under a
large number of funding categories. The following federal funding categories can fund
bicycle and pedestrian projects (also see table below)
Transportation Enhancement Activities (TEA)
“Provision of facilities for pedestrians and bicycles, pedestrian and bicycle safety
education activities,” and the “conversion of abandoned railway corridors to trails,” are
explicitly listed among the eligible activities under this category of funding. The Michigan
Department of Transportation is responsible for administering the funds.
Anyone can sponsor a project, but they must apply through an eligible applicant. Eligible
applicants include all governmental entities that receive fuel tax revenues. These include
city and village road agencies, all county road commissions, public transit agencies, the
Michigan Department of Transportation, and the Michigan Department of Natural
Resources for qualifying rail/trail projects.
Applications are accepted year-round and the projects require a 20% match. The average
match in Michigan has been more than 30%. For further information contact:
 Bryan Armstrong, AICP, Program Coordinator
Office of Economic Development and Enhancement
Michigan Department of Transportation
425 W. Ottawa Street, PO Box 30050, Lansing, MI 48909
Phone: (517) 335-2636
armstrongb@michigan.gov
www.michigan.gov/tea
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ)
The CMAQ program was created to reduce congestion on local streets and improve air
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quality. Funds are available to urban communities designated as “non-attainment” areas
for air quality, meaning the air is more polluted than federal standards allow. Pedestrian
and bicycle projects are eligible projects for CMAQ funding. For further information
contact:
 www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/cmaq.htm
Scenic Byways Program
Grant money can be used for the construction along (scenic) highways of facilities for the
use of pedestrians and bicyclists. TEA-21 authorizes the use of federal funds to identify
and designate federal, state, and local scenic byways. These byways, typically back
roads, are intended to showcase areas of great beauty and rich history. Funds may be
spent on the construction of facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists along these designated
highways. For further information contact:
 http://www.bywaysonline.org/grants/
National Recreational Trails Fund
Money can be used to create trails for use by motorized and/or nonmotorized users. The
Recreational Trails Program provides funds for both motorized and nonmotorized trail
development. The Act provides for the transfer from the Highway Trust Fund of federal
gasoline taxes paid on non-highway recreation fuel for off-road vehicles and camping
equipment.
States can grant these funds to private individuals, organizations, city and county
governments, and other government entities. Grant recipients are required to provide
20% of the total project cost. In Michigan, the Department of Natural Resources (MDNR)
administers the program. There is no open application process and most of the money
is used on DNR projects but a DNR Division can sponsor local projects.
For further information contact:
 Michigan Department of Natural Resources
Parks and Recreation Bureau
Mark Mandenberg
Phone: (517) 335-3037
Email: mandenbm@michigan.gov
Recreational Trails Program
The Recreational Trails Program is administered by the Michigan Department of Natural
Resources and funds are used to develop and maintain recreational trails and trail-related
facilities for both nonmotorized and motorized recreational trail uses. Local unit of
government sponsored projects can be considered for funding if they contribute to DNR
program goals and they are located on DNR land. Applications must be developed as a
joint application with a DNR division/bureau. For further information contact:
 Michigan Department of Natural Resources
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Parks and Recreation Bureau
Mark Mandenberg
Phone: (517) 335-3037
Email: mandenbm@michigan.gov

Federal Highw ay
Adm inistration Program s
Program/Primary Purpose

Eligible Pedestrian and Bicycle Activities

M etropolitan P lanning (23 USC 104(f))
Transportation planning in urbanized areas
in accordance with 23 USC 134 and 49 USC
5303.

Bicycle and pedestrian planning as part of the
metropolitan planning process.

Statewide transportation planning in
accordance with 23 USC 135 and 49 USC
5304.

Bicycle and pedestrian planning as part of the
statewide planning process.

Statew ide P lanning (23 USC 505)

National Highw ay System (N HS) (23
USC 103)
Improvements to rural and urban roads that
are part of the NHS or that are NHS
Intermodal connectors.

Construction of pedestrian walkways and bicycle
transportation facilities on land adjacent to any
highway on the NHS.

Surface Transportation P rogram (STP )
(23 USC 133)
Construction, reconstruction, rehabilitation,
resurfacing, restoration, and operational
improvements for highways and bridges
including construction or reconstruction
necessary to accommodate other
transportation modes.

Construction of pedestrian walkways and bicycle
transportation facilities; non-construction projects for
safe bicycle use; modify public sidewalks to comply
with the Americans with Disabilities Act. Projects do
not have to be within the right-of-way of a Federal-aid
highway.

Surface Transportation P rogram
Transportation Enhancem ents Setaside (TE) (23 USC 133(d)(2))
12 specific activities included in the
definition of Transportation Enhancement
Activities in 23 USC 101(a)(35).

3 of the 12 eligible categories are pedestrian and
bicycle facilities, safety and education for pedestrians
and bicyclists, and rail-trails.

I nterstate M aintenance (I M ) (23 USC
119)
Resurfacing, restoring, rehabilitating, and
reconstructing most routes on the Interstate
system.

No specific eligibility, but funds may be used to
resurface, restore, rehabilitate, and reconstruct
pedestrian and bicycle facilities over, under, or along
Interstate routes.

Highw ay Bridge Replacem ent and
Rehabilitation (HBR RP ) (23 USC 144)
Replace and rehabilitate deficient highway
bridges and to seismically retrofit bridges
located on any public road.

Pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation
facilities on highway bridges. If a highway bridge deck
is replaced or rehabilitated, and bicycles are permitted
at each end, then the bridge project must include safe
bicycle accommodations (within reasonable cost). (23
USC 217(e))
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Highw ay Safety I m provem ent P rogram
(HSI P ) (23 USC 148)
To achieve a significant reduction in traffic
fatalities and serious injuries on public
roads.

Improvements for pedestrian or bicyclist safety.
Construction and yellow-green signs at pedestrianbicycle crossings and in school zones. Identification of
and correction of hazardous locations, sections, and
elements (including roadside obstacles, railwayhighway crossing needs, and unmarked or poorly
marked roads) that constitute a danger to bicyclists
and pedestrians. Highway safety improvement
projects on publicly owned bicycle or pedestrian
pathways or trails.

Congestion M itigation and Air Quality
I m provem ent P rogram (CM AQ) (23
USC 149)
Funds projects in nonattainment and
maintenance areas that reduce
transportation related emissions.

Construction of pedestrian walkways and bicycle
transportation facilities; nonconstruction projects for
safe bicycle use. Projects do not have to be within the
right-of-way of a Federal-aid highway, but must
demonstrate an air quality benefit.

National Scenic Byw ays P rogram
(NSBP ) (23 USC 162)
8 specific activities for roads designated as
National Scenic Byways, All-American Roads,
State scenic byways, or Indian tribe scenic
byways. The activities are described in 23
USC 162(c). This is a discretionary program;
all projects are selected by the US Secretary
of Transportation.

Construction along a scenic byway of a facility for
pedestrians and bicyclists and improvements to a
scenic byway that will enhance access to an area for
the purpose of recreation. 23 USC 162(c) (4-5).
Construction includes the development of the
environmental documents, design, engineering,
purchase of right-of-way, land, or property, as well as
supervising, inspecting, and actual construction.
[Note: Construction of the recreation facility is not
eligible.]

Federal Lands Highw ays P rogram
(FLHP ) (23 USC 204)
Coordinated program of public roads and
transit facilities serving Federal and Indian
lands. Funding is broken into 4 discrete
sources:
 Indian Reservation Roads (IRR)
 Public Lands Highway Discretionary & Forest Highways
 Parkways & Park Roads

Refuge Roads

Construction of pedestrian walkways and bicycle
transportation facilities.

Recreational Trails P rogram (23 USC
206)
Develop and maintain recreational trails and
trail-related facilities for both non-motorized
and motorized recreational trail uses.

Non-motorized or mixed use (motorized and nonmotorized) trails. Eligible categories are trail
maintenance and rehabilitation, trailside or trailhead
facilities, construction and maintenance equipment,
trail construction, trail assessments, and trail safety
and environmental protection education.
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Transportation, Com m unity, and
System P reservation P rogram (TCSP )
(S-LU Sec. 1117, form erly TEA-21 Sec.
1221)
Provides funding for a comprehensive
program including planning grants,
implementation grants, and research to
investigate and address the relationships
among transportation and community and
system preservation plans and practices and
examine private sector based initiatives

Pedestrian and bicycle projects meet several TCSP
goals, are generally eligible for the TCSP program and
are included in many TCSP projects.

Coordinated Border I nfrastructure
P rogram (S-LU Section 1303)
To improve the safe movement of motor
vehicles at or across the border between the
United States and Canada and the border
between the United States and Mexico.

Eligible as part of an overall project.

Safe Routes to School (SRTS) (S-LU
Sec. 1404)
1. To enable and encourage children,
including those with disabilities, to
walk and bicycle to school;
2. To make bicycling and walking to
school a safer and more appealing
transportation alternative, thereby
encouraging a healthy and active
lifestyle from an early age; and
3. to facilitate the planning,
development, and implementation
of projects and activities that will
improve safety and reduce traffic,
fuel consumption, and air pollution
in the vicinity of schools

Eligible Infrastructure Projects are planning, design,
and construction of infrastructure-related projects that
will substantially improve the ability of students to
walk and bicycle to school, including
 sidewalk improvements,
 traffic calming and speed reduction
improvements,
 pedestrian and bicycle crossing improvements,
 on-street bicycle facilities,
 off-street bicycle and pedestrian facilities,
 secure bicycle parking facilities, and
 traffic diversion improvements in the vicinity
of schools.
Eligible Non-infrastructure activities to encourage
walking & bicycling to school, including
 public awareness campaigns and outreach to
press and community leaders,
 traffic education and enforcement in the
vicinity of schools,
 student sessions on bicycle and pedestrian
safety, health, and environment, and

funding for training, volunteers, and managers
of safe routes to school programs

Non-m otorized Transportation P ilot
P rogram (NTP P ) (S-LU Sec. 1807)
To demonstrate the extent to which
bicycling and walking can carry a significant
part of the transportation load, and
represent a major portion of the
transportation solution, within 4 identified
communities (Marin County, CA; Sheboygan
County, WI; Columbia, MO; and
Minneapolis-St Paul, MN).

Construction of nonmotorized transportation
infrastructure facilities, including sidewalks, bicycle
lanes, and pedestrian and bicycle trails, that connect
directly with transit stations, schools, residences,
businesses, recreation areas, and other community
activity centers. Educational programs; promotion;
network and project planning; data collection,
analysis, evaluation, and reporting of results
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Federal Transit
Adm inistration Program s
Program/Primary Purpose

Eligible Pedestrian and Bicycle
Activities

M etropolitan P lanning P rogram (M P P )
(49 USC 5305(d))
To carry out the metropolitan transportation
planning process under 49 USC 5303.

Bicycle and pedestrian planning as part of
the metropolitan planning process.

Statew ide P lanning & R esearch (SP R) (49
USC 5305(e)
To carry out the provisions of 49 USC sections
5304, 5306, 5315, and 5322.

Bicycle and pedestrian planning as part of
the statewide planning process.

Urbanized Area Form ula Grants (49 USC
5307)
Transit capital and planning assistance to
urbanized areas with populations over 50,000
and operating assistance to areas with
populations of 50,000 - 200,000.

Improve bicycle and pedestrian access to
transit facilities and vehicles, including bike
stations.

Urbanized Area Form ula Grants
Transportation Enhancem ents Set-aside
(49 USC 5307(k))
1% set aside of section 5307 funds for areas
with population over 200,000 population for 9
specific activities included in the definition of
Transit Enhancement Activities in 49 USC
5302(a)(15).

Pedestrian and bicycle access, bicycle
storage facilities, and installing equipment
to transport bicycles on mass
transportation vehicles.

Job Access and R everse Com m ute
P rogram (49 USC 5316)
To provide transportation to connect welfare
recipients and low-income persons to jobs and
employment support services such as child care
and training.

To provide transportation to connect
welfare recipients and low-income persons
to jobs and employment support services
such as child care and training.

Alternative Transportation in P arks and
P ublic Lands (49 USC 5320)
To enhance the protection of national parks
and public lands and increase the enjoyment of
those visiting the parks and public lands.

Definition of "Alternative Transportation"
includes "a non-motorized transportation
system (including the provision of facilities
for pedestrians, bicycles, and nonmotorized watercraft)".

Michigan Funding Sources
Section 10k of Public Act 51 of 1951
As amended Michigan’s transportation law (MCLA 247.660k) reserves 1% of state
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transportation funds for nonmotorized transportation. However, any improvement in a
road, street, or highway, which facilitates nonmotorized transportation by the paving of
unpaved road shoulders, widening of lanes, or any other appropriate measure is
considered a qualified nonmotorized facility for the purposes of this section.
For further information contact:
 Josh DeBruyn, AICP, Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator
Bureau of Transportation Planning, Michigan Dept. of Transportation
425 W. Ottawa, PO Box 30050, Lansing, MI 48909
Phone: (517) 335-2918 fax: (517) 373-9255
Email: debruynj@michigan.gov
Michigan Natural Resource Trust Fund
The objective of the Trust Fund is to provide grants to local units of government and to
the State for acquisition and development of lands and facilities for outdoor recreation or
the protection of Michigan’s significant natural resources. Applications are evaluated on
established criteria such as resource protection, water access, and community recreation.
At least a 25% match on either acquisition or development projects is required from local
applicants. Recommendations are made by the Michigan Natural Resources Trust Fund
Board (members are appointed by the Governor) to the State Legislature for final
approval.
For further information contact:
 Jim Wood
Grants Administration Division
Michigan Department of Natural Resources
PO Box 30425, Lansing, MI 48909
Phone: (517) 241-2480
www.michigan.gov/dnr
Recreation Improvement Fund
This program is for the operation, maintenance and development of recreation trails,
restoration of lands damaged by off-road vehicles, and inland lake cleanup. There is no
open application process and most of the money is used on DNR projects, a DNR Division
can sponsor local projects.
For further information contact:
 Michigan Department of Natural Resources
Parks and Recreation Bureau
Mark Mandenberg
Phone: (517) 355-3037
Email: mandenbm@michigan.gov
Local Funding Sources
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Transportation Improvements Program (TIP) and
Capital Improvements Program (CIP)
Nonmotorized improvements, especially those located within road rights-of-ways, are
most likely to be funded as incidental parts of larger transportation projects, and thus
should qualify for the same transportation funds as the rest of the roadway construction
or improvement project.
Parks and Recreation Budgets
Trailway funding can come from the budgets of willing agencies, which may include local
and county parks and recreation departments, the HCMA, or the MDNR Parks and
Recreation Division.
Downtown Development Authorities/ Corridor Improvement Authorities
Downtown Development Authorities are formed to promote and fund investment in
downtown areas. Districts are defined that qualify for TIF (Tax Increment Financing) and
other special funding formulas. Local businesses both benefit from and contribute to
these authorities. The public infrastructure improvements that are part of downtown
revitalization often include pedestrian facilities and amenities. Bicycle facilities, including
bicycle parking and bikeway implementation could also be accomplished within these
infrastructure improvements.
Millages, Bonds and Assessments
Local, county, or state millages and bond issues may be passed by voters or governing
bodies. A number of Michigan communities – for example, Ann Arbor, Rochester Hills,
Grosse Ile, Meridian Township, Novi, and West Bloomfield Township – have millages for
park operations, maintenance, development, and land acquisition. This can be one of
the most effective approaches for funding a greenway or local trailway system initiative.
Utility Leases
Public greenway/trailway corridors can obtain lease revenue from compatible uses, such
as buried pipelines or communication lines. There can be one-time payments for
acquisition or development or annual payments for operation and maintenance.
Private Funding Sources
American Greenways Dupont Awards Program
Administered by the Conservation Fund, in partnership with Dupont, and the National
Geographic Society, this program provides grants of $500 to $2,500 to local greenways
projects. These grants can be used for activities such as mapping, conducting ecological
assessments, surveying land, hosting conferences, developing brochures, producing
interpretive displays and audio-visual material, incorporating land trusts and building
trails. Grants cannot be used for academic research, general institutional support,
lobbying or political activities. The submission period for grant applications is September
1st to December 31st.
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For further information contact:
 The Conservation Fund
Greenways Coordinator
1800 North Kent Street, Suite 1120, Arlington, VA 22209
Phone: (703) 525-6300
Fax: (703) 525-4610
www.conservationfund.org/conservation/amgreen/index.html
DALMAC Fund
Established in 1975 to promote bicycling in Michigan, the DALMAC Fund is administered
by the Tri-County Bicycle Association and supported by proceeds from the DALMAC (Dick
Allen Lansing to Mackinaw) bicycle tour. The Fund has supported safety and education
programs, bicycle trail development, statewide bicycle organizations and route mapping
projects. Applications must be submitted between January 1st and April 1st. Grants are
awarded between June and August.
For further information contact:
 DALMAC Fund
PO Box 22146, Lansing, MI 48909-2146
www.biketcba.org
Recreational Equipment Incorporated (REI) Environmental Grants
Nonprofit organizations are eligible for funding but must be nominated by an REI
employee. This is a recent change and REI will no longer accept unsolicited grant
requests and proposals. REI's charitable giving focuses support on projects that protect
outdoor places for recreation and help increase participation in outdoor activities. Grants
are primarily organized in two areas, conservation grants and outdoor recreation grants.
For further information contact:
 REI Grants Program
www.rei.com/aboutrei/grants02.html
Bikes Belong
The Bikes Belong Grants Program strives to put more people on bicycles more often by
funding important and influential projects that leverage federal funding and build
momentum for bicycling in communities across the U.S. These projects include bike paths,
lanes, and routes, as well as bike parks, mountain bike trails, BMX facilities, and largescale bicycle advocacy initiatives.
Since 1999, Bikes Belong has awarded 150 grants to municipalities and grassroots groups
in 42 states and the District of Columbia, investing more than $1.2 million in community
bicycling projects and leveraging more than $450 million in federal, state, and private
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funding.
For further information contact:
 Bikes Belong Program
http://www.bikesbelong.org/grants
Land Trusts
National, state, regional, county, and local private land trusts (or conservancies) can
purchase land for resale to public agencies, buy options to protect land temporarily,
receive land donations, put together land deals, and provide technical assistance. As
private entities, land trusts can often act more quickly that public agencies.
Southeast Michigan GreenWays Initiative
The GreenWays Initiative will help connect the communities of southeastern Michigan
through the creation of a connected green infrastructure, including biking and hiking
paths, conservation corridors and habitats among and between communities. The
GreenWays Initiative was developed to create opportunities for collaboration and shared
environmental awareness and appreciation by the residents of Wayne, Oakland, Macomb,
Washtenaw, Livingston, Monroe and Saint Clair Counties. A five-year program of the
Community Foundation for Southeastern Michigan, the GreenWays Initiative is a
comprehensive effort that will expand and enhance the region's natural landscape. Two
types of grants are available: GreenWays Predevelopment Grants for predevelopment
activities and GreenWays Land Grants for the physical construction of greenways and
trails. For further information contact:
 Tom Woiwode, Director
GreenWays Initiative
Community Foundation for Southeastern Michigan
Phone: (313) 961-6675
twoiwode@cfsem.org
Businesses
Local businesses are frequent partners in the promotion of nonmotorized transportation
and trail projects. Public-spirited companies provide meeting rooms, provide small
grants, donate copying or printing services on company equipment, or free or reducedfee use of the company’s special services. Local firms also sometimes promote bicycling
and walking to work by hosting seminars and providing bicycle parking and other
incentives.
Friends Groups and Other Organizations
The long-term success of many trail projects and nonmotorized initiatives has been due
to “friends” groups and advocacy organizations that follow a project through from
inception to implementation. Friends groups can also provide a number of services
including, physical labor as through “Adopt-a-Trail” maintenance or construction
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activities, fundraising, user education, promotion, and actual surveillance of the facility.
Civic groups and school groups can play an important role in supports of nonmotorized
projects through advocacy, promotion, and hosting events. Local organizations often
best understand local needs.
Community and Other Foundations
Private Foundations are non-governmental, nonprofit organizations managed by trustees
and directors, and established to maintain or aid charitable, educational, religious, or
other activities serving the public good, primarily by making grants to other nonprofit
organizations. The overwhelming majority of foundation grants are awarded to nonprofit
organizations that qualify for “public charity” status under Section 501(c)(3) of the
Internal Revenue Code.
The following directories might identify sources of funding to support the efforts of
organizations wishing to promote nonmotorized transportation and trail projects.
Directories of Foundation Funding Sources
 Guide to Foundation Grants for Rivers, Trails, and Open Space
Conservation, 2nd edition. Prepared by National Center for Recreation and
Conservation, National Park Service. June 1996. Available from NPS (330)
657-2378
 Michigan Foundation Directory.
Prepared by Council of Michigan
Foundations and Michigan League for Human Services. Available from
libraries and the Council of Michigan Foundations, (616) 842-7080.
www.cmif.org
 The Foundation Directory, & The Foundation Directory Part 2. Prepared by
the Foundation Center. Available from libraries and the Foundation Center
(212) 620-4230. www.fdncenter.org

Supplemental
Process of Project
In 2011, a 17 member citizens committee was formed and tasked with developing a nonmotorized transportation plan for DeWitt Charter Township. The initial meetings were
focused on identifying a mission, goals and objectives for the committee. Once the goals
and priorities of the committee were established, the Non-motorized Transportation
Committee identified the existing conditions within DeWitt Charter Township to see what
infrastructure was in place.
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Once the existing conditions were identified, the committee began the visioning process
in late 2011 to identify connection areas. Based on specific objectives identified by the
committee, they wanted a quantifiable way to rank projects so that priorities could be
established. By fall of 2011, the committee formed a weighted scoring system to rank
projects. Over the course of 2012, staff put forth specific projects based on the vision of
the committee and started to implement the ranking of projects as well as completing
the draft text of the plan.
In early 2013, the Non-motorized Transportation Committee refined and finished the
ranking process to determine priority projects for the Township to consider.

After

revisions of the draft plan, the committee felt comfortable moving forward with the
process and holding a public meeting.

Public Input
The Non-motorized Transportation Committee as a whole was assembled to provide one
form public input in that committee members were represented from all areas of the
Township to provide perspective from the Township as a whole. Based on the information
and input that was provided by the committee, the results of this plan were one form of
public input in itself that the committee primarily consisted of residents of the Township.
On July 9th, 2013, the Non-motorized Transportation held a public meeting and workshop
to receive input from the public about the proposed Non-Motorized Transportation Plan.
The committee held an interactive meeting that allowed for one on one interaction with
residents to discuss the plan and vision of the Non-Motorized Transportation System. A
survey was distributed at the public meeting to collect input on the proposed plan and
vision on July 9th as well as opportunities for individuals to fill out the survey online.
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Survey Results
Based on the results of the survey’s that were conducted at the July 9th Public Meeting,
22 responses were collected and include the following:
Respondents were asked to indicate their current mode of transportation for
trips such as to work, school, shopping, and recreation.
Of those whom commute to work, 87.5% do so by using the automobile, whereas only
12.5% bicycle to work.
80% of children are taken to school by car and 20% utilize the busing system. None
indicated that their children either walk or bike to school.
95% of residents utilize the car for shopping and personal business trips whereas 5%
currently bike.
For recreation and leisure, 70% of respondents indicated that they either walk or bike for
leisure and recreational activities whereas 30% indicated that they drive a car for
recreational trip purposes.
Respondents were asked what if scenarios, and if they could, what would be
their preferred mode of transportation to get to work, school, shopping, or
recreation.
76% of respondents indicate that they would still prefer to drive their automobile to work
whereas 24% indicated that they would like to bike to work.
75% of respondents indicated that they would prefer to have their children bike to school
whereas 25% still indicate that they would prefer to drive children to school.
For shopping and personal business, nearly 37% of respondents indicated that they would
like to be able to walk or bike to perform activities.

58% still prefer to use their

automobile for these activities and 5% indicated that they would prefer to utilize a busing
system.
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For recreation and leisure trips, 70.5% of respondents indicated that they prefer walking
and/or bicycling whereas 29.5% indicated that they prefer the automobile.
Respondents were asked Destination Areas that they would like to walk/bike
to and their current situation towards getting to these places:
Downtown DeWitt/ Riverside Park: 64.7% of responses indicated that they would like to
but don’t feel safe. 11.7% felt that they can get there safely currently and 17.6%
indicated that they would not want to walk or bike to this location. 5.8% felt that it was
too far to consider.
DeWitt Sports Park: 58.8% of responses indicated that they would like to but don’t feel
safe. 17.6% felt that they can get there safely currently and 17.6% indicated that they
would not want to walk or bike to this location. 5.8% felt that it was too far to consider.
Schavey Road Plaza/ Library and Schools: 52.9% of responses indicated that they would
like to but don’t feel safe. 23.5% felt that they can get there safely currently and 17.6%
indicated that they would not want to walk or bike to this location. 5.8% felt that it was
too far to consider.
Meijer and Old 27 Shopping Area: 52.9% of responses indicated that they would like to
but don’t feel safe. 11.7% felt that they can get there safely currently and 23.5%
indicated that they would not want to walk or bike to this location. 11.7% felt that it was
too far to consider.
Mega Mall/ Shopping Areas near State Road along Old 27: 35.2% of responses indicated
that they would like to but don’t feel safe. 11.7% felt that they can get there safely
currently and 35.2% indicated that they would not want to walk or bike to this location.
17.6% felt that it was too far to consider.
Granger Meadows Park/ Valley Farms Park: 29.4% of responses indicated that they would
like to but don’t feel safe. 17.6% felt that they can get there safely currently and 35.2%
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indicated that they would not want to walk or bike to this location. 17.6% felt that it was
too far to consider.
Northern Tier Trail (East Lansing Non-Motorized System): 35.2% of responses indicated
that they would like to but don’t feel safe. 0% felt that they can get there safely currently
and 52.9% indicated that they would not want to walk or bike to this location. 17.6%
felt that it was too far to consider.
Old Town- Lansing River Trail: 44.4% of responses indicated that they would like to but
don’t feel safe. 0% felt that they can get there safely currently and 33.3% indicated that
they would not want to walk or bike to this location. 22.2% felt that it was too far to
consider.
Padgett Park/ Looking Glass Riverfront Park: 50% of responses indicated that they would
like to but don’t feel safe. 5.5% felt that they can get there safely currently and 38.8%
indicated that they would not want to walk or bike to this location. 5.5% felt that it was
too far to consider.
Eastwood Towne Center: 33.3% of responses indicated that they would like to but don’t
feel safe. 0% felt that they can get there safely currently and 44.4% indicated that they
would not want to walk or bike to this location. 22.2% felt that it was too far to consider.
Sleepy Hollow State Park: 29.4% of responses indicated that they would like to but don’t
feel safe. 0% felt that they can get there safely currently and 35.2% indicated that they
would not want to walk or bike to this location. 35.2% felt that it was too far to consider.
Participants were asked if there are other areas that you would like to
walk/bike to but don’t feel safe doing so currently. Below is a collection of
responses to this question.
In general my family would love to bike to friends house in other communities and thus
far there isn't a way out of our neighborhood with bike paths or even wide enough

76 | P a g e

shoulders. Bike paths are amazing, but even just widening the shoulders throughout
would be a huge help.
Lake Geneva loop... Great views and shade. Terrible for narrow roads and no sidewalks
"would like to see the bike lane continued along Turner Road north into DeWitt.

It

currently stops at State Road and the rest of Turner into DeWitt is very rough and no
shoulder for safety.
Also, would like to see bike path all along Herbison Road East to U.S. 27.

The existing

sidewalk stops at the Sports Park; however, there are subdivisions and houses all along
Herbison East of the Sports Park that could be connected.

This would provide school

children the opportunity to bike to school safely."
Students living in Heritage Glen & neighborhoods around it should be able to bike to
school (the J.H. and H.S.) safely and currently cannot.

Nearly all other large

neighborhoods north of I-69 have a safe route to school. It is crazy that students have
to get in a car and drive 2 miles to school. The Herbison Road bike path should be higher
on the priority list. It is more important to provide a path to school than a path on Dill
to Meijer or to Granger Park.
"There is no safe access to town and schools from the growing area filled with school age
children and adults attempting to be active in the Saffron Hills/Windy Ridge subdivisions.
The current walking/biking access north of I-69 is wonderful but the proposed plan still
does not make walking/biking safe.

Airport Road is unsafe and needs much wider

access/sidewalks."
We have four schools on our "block" but can't safely get to them because there are no
sidewalks leading out of the Luroma/Ducharme subdivision onto Clark Road or Schavey
Road.
Any of the schools and the library.
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I walk as much as I want now and find it safe.
Participants were asked what the biggest barrier to walking more frequently
is.
3.7% of the responses indicated that personal health was an issue. 7.4% indicated that
a lack of time was a factor. 3.7% felt that distance to destinations were a contributing
factor. 44.4% of responses indicated that a lack of sidewalk and or pathways were an
issue. 29.6% cited traffic safety as a factor. 11.1% of responses indicated that it is not
a preferred mode of transportation.
A follow up question asked that if the addition of sidewalk or pathway
connectivity would encourage individuals to walk more if they knew it was
safe and convenient. On a Scale of 1-5, 1 being strongly disagree and 5 being
strongly agree, the following responses were collected.
25% checked 1- strongly disagree. 5% checked 2- disagree. 0% checked 3- neutral.
15% checked 4- agree. 55% checked 5- strongly agree.
Participants were asked what the biggest barrier to biking more frequently is.
3.8% of the responses indicated that personal health was an issue. 3.8% indicated that
a lack of time was a factor. 3.8% felt that distance to destinations were a contributing
factor. 50% of responses indicated that a lack of bike lanes and or pathways were an
issue. 26.9% cited traffic safety as a factor. 11.5% of responses indicated that it is not
a preferred mode of transportation.
A follow up question asked that if the addition of bike lanes or pathway
connectivity would encourage individuals to bike more if they knew it was safe
and convenient. On a Scale of 1-5, 1 being strongly disagree and 5 being
strongly agree, the following responses were collected.
25% checked 1- strongly disagree. 5% checked 2- disagree. 5% checked 3- neutral. 5%
checked 4- agree. 60% checked 5- strongly agree.
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Participants were asked in regards to quality of life, how important is it to you
to have a connected non-motorized transportation network of sidewalks,
pathways, and bike lanes in your community or neighborhood. On a Scale of
1-5, 1 being strongly disagree and 5 being strongly agree, the following
responses were collected.
30% checked 1- strongly disagree. 0% checked 2- disagree. 0% checked 3- neutral.
10% checked 4- agree. 60% checked 5- strongly agree.
Lastly, participants were asked to share their thoughts, comments, or
suggestions. The following responses were collected:
Good luck with this endeavor.

Your research and plan look very complete and

encouraging.
I love this idea... It is obvious that the current sidewalks and shared paths are well used
in Dewitt!
Thanks for setting up the committee and working on improvements. We are interested
in doing more biking on trails, which is very limited in the Dewitt area.
Do not widen road shoulders!! Instead lower speed limits, and enforce in particular on
West Herbison Rd.!! Also put in sidewalks that connect with city of DeWitt.
Right now I bike to and from work and to and from daycare but isnt safe and I worry
daily that I will be hit. Luckily the rides dont require too much time on main roads, but
that wont be the case once I have to take my children to school. Please tell me what I
can do to get shoulders put in throughout the township.
"There are lots of bike riders on Clark Road between Wood and Chandler. Bike lanes are
a great idea. We have a few walkers/runners, but in general, traffic is too heavy and fast
for safety. Again, a bike lane would be appreciated by walkers.
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Personally, we need to move our mailbox to the south side of Clark Road because the
shoulders are so narrow, and we live at the base of a hill, the post office, for mail driver
safety, will not allow us to move the box to the south side. Traffic is really fast and heavy
by our home, and it is difficult and dangerous, especially when icy to get our mail. If the
road is widened for a bike lane I would hope we could get a pullover spot, like Dick
Andrews, to the west of us. Last winter my husband fell down in the middle of Clark
Road and luckily cars were able to stop for him.. I have brought this up with Russ Bauerle
on the Road Commission. We would be willing to personally pay for a pullover spot at
our home. Johanna Balzer"
With regard to mixed use paths in Padgett, I would support better and more access points
to the park, but would prefer that these pathways blend with the current path style. I
feel that paving in Padgett takes away from the parks beauty and diminishes its value as
a gem in our community. In addition, the maintenance of these pathways in winter could
diminish access for winter recreation (snow shoeing or cross country skiing) or could
possibly harm the ecosystem if salting was implemented.
"If we want to increase the health and mobility of our community (my neighborhood and
surrounding homes) We need an access route to at least the high school/school complex.
There is a wonderful system in place from there, but an isolated path through the woods
(south of I-69 between DeWitt and Airport Road is not the answer).
A full-open lit paved bike trail/sidewalk there or on airport Road is vitally needed."
Not interested in a sidewalk across my beautiful lawn. I don't need to be connected by
a sidewalk to anything. I thoroughly enjoy my neighborhood peaceful, quiet and not a
bunch of strangers taking in my daily patterns of when I am or am not home. Having to
shovel a piece of cement someone else thought would benefit my lifestyle. Thanks, but
please reconsider where sidewalks would be more beneficial.
"Would strongly urge a sidewalk/pathway on Webb Road from Ontonagon Drive west to
DeWitt City limits where sidewalks exist.
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Would strongly urge Planning and Zoning Boards to consider non-motorized/sidewalk
improvement when rezoning requests are made.
Agree with Township's strategy to address south end needs first due to safety concerns,
i.e. pedestrians and bikers in heavily used Old 27 roadway."
Howe Road to Airport Road and Airport Road to Herbison Road is very dangerous but is
a great way to get into town from our house. A pathway would be wonderful.
There are many young families in our neighborhood (Ducharme, Luroma, Clark). Our
immediate neighborhood is safe and does not need sidewalks, but to leave it with our
children we need sidewalks on Schavey and Clark. We cannot safely get to schools,
shopping or the library without them.
I realize that this may be a ways out (time wise) but I very much look forward to access
to more and safer walkways and bike lanes. I like an active lifestyle and would prefer to
walk or bike to most destinations outside of my commute to work, but currently feel at
risk doing so. In addition, I would like to live an active lifestyle when I have a family. I
want to be able to walk my kids to school or to the library, or even for ice cream.
Personally, I feel that many of our retail/commercial areas would also benefit, and even
grow if we provided better and safer access. Thank you!
Within the interior of the community a limited amount of non-motorized transportation
has some value. I have a difficult time visualizing a situation where access to Business
27 would be either beneficial or practical (not many people would ride a bike or walk to
shop at Meijer in my opinion).
I appreciate the time and effort the committee has put into the plan. A generalized
timeline would be helpful. I do feel the Herbison Road pathway is quite significant and
should be higher up on the priority list.
No sidewalk on Northcrest.
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Conclusion
Since 2011, the Non-Motorized Transportation Committee has worked diligently on
creating a vision and plan that would promote an interconnected non-motorized
transportation system throughout DeWitt Charter Township.

The non-motorized

transportation committee put forth recommended improvements that can and should be
considered by DeWitt Charter Township to help improve the quality of life for its residents.
The Committee also created a ranking system to objectively score and prioritize projects
that utilizes a holistic approach to ranking projects based on their connections to existing
infrastructure,

gap

areas,

schools,

commerce,

recreation

areas,

and

dense

neighborhoods. Additional considerations such as safety and potential heavy demand for
use were considered as factors for ranking projects as well.
Information collected from survey’s show support for the non-motorized transportation
plan and vision and validated the committees work. Based on the input received, it is
apparent that safety was a concern for pedestrian and bicyclists in DeWitt Charter
Township. Of the destination areas identified, the Schavey Road Plaza, Schools, and
Library were the safest destinations to get to at safety approval of 23.5%. All of the
other destination areas ranked lower in safety accessibility and some destination areas
received 0%.
The survey results also show that the automobile is overwhelmingly the current mode of
transportation for trips to work, school, shopping and personal business. However, when
asked if they could, what would be their primary mode of transportation for those same
trips. For work, individuals still preferred to drive a car but there was nearly a 12%
increase in bicycle use from those who currently ride a bike to work. A surprising statistic
was that currently 95% of children are driven to school by the automobile and if
opportunities existed, the results indicated that 75% of children would bike to school and
only 25% would still be driven by the automobile as a preferred mode of transportation.
Shopping and personal business show a decrease in the use of the automobile from 95%
down to 58% if other options were available based on the responses.
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The destination area where residents would like to walk/bike to from home the most but
presently do not feel safe doing so was to Downtown DeWitt and Riverside Park at 64.7%.
This was followed by DeWitt Sports Park (58.8%), Schavey Road Plaza (52.9%), Meijer
and Old 27 Shopping Area (52.9%), Padgett Park- Looking Glass Riverfront Park (50%),
and Old Town- Lansing River Trail (44.4%), Mega Mall/ Shopping Areas near State Road
(35.2%), Northern Tier Trail (35.2%), Eastwood Towne Center (33.3%), Granger
Meadows Park/ Valley Farms Park (29.4%), and Sleepy Hollow State Park (29.4%).
74% of the residents indicated that the lack of sidewalks and pathways as well as traffic
safety concerns prevent them from walking more. 70% of people surveyed indicated
that improved non-motorized connectivity would encourage them to walk more. 76.9%
of residents indicated that the lack of bike lanes and pathways as well as traffic safety
prevent them from biking more. 65% of people surveyed indicated that improved nonmotorized connectivity would encourage them to bike more.
70% of residents whom responded to the survey indicated that having a connected nonmotorized transportation network of sidewalks, pathways, and bike lanes in the
community or their neighborhoods is an important quality of life issue.
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