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Introduction
Purpose of the Plan
The Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study (KATS) is the federally designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for all of Kalamazoo County and seven communities in eastern Van Buren County. In this capacity, the KATS must maintain a Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) to facilitate collaboration between local jurisdictions and determine investment priorities for federal transportation funds. Map 1 depicts the MPO planning boundary and Urban Area.
Metropolitan areas, those areas with populations of more than 50,000, are required to plan for the “development and integrated management and operation of transportation facilities (including accessible pedestrian
walkways and bicycle transportation facilities) that will function as an intermodal transportation system...” (23
U.S.C 134(c)(2) and 135(a)(2)) (see Appendix D for 23 U.S.C.). Indeed, 23 U.S.C. 217 calls for the planning
for bicyclists and pedestrians to be an integral part of the ongoing transportation planning process, and that
projects and programs identified in the planning process should be implemented:
“Bicyclists and pedestrians shall be given due consideration in the comprehensive transportation plans developed by each metropolitan planning organization and State.”
“Bicycle transportation facilities and pedestrian walkways shall be considered, where appropriate, in conjunction with all new construction and reconstruction and transportation facilities,
except where bicycle and pedestrian use are not permitted.”
“Transportation plans and projects shall provide due consideration for safety and contiguous
routes for bicyclists and pedestrians.”
In essence, the development of a MTP requires consideration of all modes of transportation as part of this
planning process. The KATS is therefore responsible for developing a Non-motorized transportation plan element for Non-motorized travel.
Bicycle and pedestrian projects may be on-road or off-road facilities. All such facilities that serve a transportation function must be incorporated into the MPO planning process. In particular, bicycle and pedestrian projects using Federal-aid transportation funds must be included in the MPO Transportation Improvement Program.
The Non-motorized element of the MTP contains information about existing Non-motorized facilities as well as
recommended projects for improving pedestrian and bicycle accessibility. The primary focus being threefold:
to identify regionally significant projects, to enhance cooperation and coordination between jurisdictions for
Non-motorized facility development, and to address some of the challenges to Non-motorized transportation
facility development.
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Plan Organization
The Non-motorized element of the KATS Metropolitan Transportation Plan identifies existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities, reviews improvements for a future network, and provides funding information. The Nonmotorized system is envisioned as a single unit and therefore it should be noted that these plans and project
recommendations are macro in nature. Prior to proceeding with any of the recommendations, a corridor level
assessment should be completed in order to fully investigate the appropriateness of the proposed roadway,
bicycle, or pedestrian facility modification. Further project refinement and precise alignments will be determined as projects are implemented.
This Plan document is split into three primary sections:

Existing Non-motorized Transportation Network
An inventory of Non-motorized facilities that are currently on the ground were documented and mapped to aid
in the identification of network deficiencies and opportunities for improvement.

Future Non-motorized Transportation Improvements
The KATS Non-motorized Subcommittee developed a selection methodology and a future network map in
order to provide a basis for future investment. This methodology mirrors those used in the overall Metropolitan Transportation Plan and that of the Transportation Improvement Program. It is used in the Non-motorized
element as a high level comparison of projects, not a metric for funding distribution.

Non-motorized Transportation Funding Options
Research into the various opportunities for Non-motorized transportation funding was conducted to provide a
resource to local agencies dealing with the challenges of securing funding for Non-motorized infrastructure.

Benefits of Non-motorized Transportation
Transportation is the act of delivering goods or people from location to location. Non-motorized transportation
consists of pedestrian (ex. walking and running) and bicycle travel, and is the oldest form of transportation—
physically moving from location to location with “human” power. As technology has changed, an increasing
array of options for movement of people and goods have presented themselves and Non-motorized or “active” transportation has simply become one of many options.
According to the Bicycle Encyclopedia, bicycling evolved from the velocipede during the 1800s and it still has
a strong presence and purpose in transportation. In fact, bicyclists in the United States formed the League of
American Wheelman (LAW) in 1880 and lobbied for the construction of roads. Michigan’s own Horatio “Good
Roads” Earle is quoted: “I often hear now-a-days, the automobile instigated good roads; that the automobile is
the parent of good roads. Well, the truth is, the bicycle is the father of the good roads movement in this country.” The efforts of the LAW at the turn of the twentieth century would form the foundation of a national road
network that would eventually stretch across the country and be overtaken by the automobile in the early
1900s.

Transportation and Accessibility Options
Non-motorized facilities give people the option to walk, bike, or access public transit if they choose. With more
than 50% of older Americans who do not drive staying home on a given day because they lack transportation
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options, a comprehensive Non-motorized network is crucial to the mobility of some segments of the population.1 In fact, the U.S. Census Bureau projects that by 2025, the portion of the population over the age of 65
will increase by 8%, totaling 62 million persons. As these individuals age, many will give up driving for safety’s
sake, so nearly 20% of the population will rely upon alternative forms of transportation, particularly walking.2
Beyond the aging populace, there is a social equity component to the provision of alternate forms of transportation. According to the National Household Transportation Survey, urban households without cars bicycle to
work nearly three-and-a-half times more than households with one car. 3 There are fewer recreational facilities
such as parks and trails available in areas where low-income or minority populations live, while the demand
for such free facilities may be greater.4 The disabled community is also in dire need of pedestrian accommodation. If additional Non-motorized connections to transit stops are provided, the accessibility options for disabled and elderly populations would be expanded. A more complete Non-motorized network will increase the
viability of pedestrian and bicycle transportation as options and provide a mode for those who are unable or
unwilling to use motorized vehicles.

Supports Transit
For people who choose to use transit as their preferred mode of travel and those for which it is the only option, Non-motorized facilities support the transit system by providing access to transit stops. Walking and biking facilities that tie into the transit network are critical for optimal efficiency of the transit system. Locally, Kalamazoo Metro’s provision of bicycle racks on mainline bus routes emphasizes the connection between transit
and Non-motorized transportation. See Appendix A for more information about Metro Transit’s bus routes.

Air Quality
Regional air quality is an issue for West Michigan, especially as the region has previously been in “non-attainment” with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for ground-level ozone pollution. The majority of this
ozone pollution is caused by motor vehicles, which account for 72% of nitrogen oxides and 52% of reactive
hydrocarbons, which are principal components of ozone smog.5 Poor air quality due to motorized vehicle
emissions contributes to respiratory problems, especially for the very young and elderly.

Economic
Reduced Congestion
Traffic congestion creates an annual $121 billion cost to the U.S. economy in the form of 5.5 billion lost hours
and 2.9 billion gallons of wasted fuel. In Kalamazoo, the estimated annual cost per traveler for traffic congestion is $515 every year.6 While some trips are not suited to Non-motorized transportation, many trips could be
diverted to this mode, and it doesn’t take large reductions in driving to see dramatic improvements in traffic
congestion. Every private automobile that is removed from the road reduces the traffic congestion.

Cost Savings
According to the American Automobile Association (AAA), owning and operating a new sedan in 2012 cost an
average of 59.6 cents per mile, or $8,946 per year, when driven 15,000 miles annualy.8 The cost of ownership

1

Complete Streets: Improve Mobility for Older Americans, 2007
Complete Streets: Improve Mobility for Older Americans, 2007
3
NHTS, 2001
4
American Journal of Health Promotion, March/April 2007
5
30 Simple Energy Things You Can Do to Save the Earth, 1990
6
Urban Mobility Scorecards http://mobility.tamu.edu/ums/report/
2
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accounts for more than 15% of a typical household’s income.7 In contrast, the cost of operating a bicycle for a
year is $155.8
In Michigan, one mile of 4-foot wide concrete sidewalk costs approximately $63,400 while one mile of 10-foot
wide asphalt shared-use path costs about $160,000. Materials for installing a bicycle lane on both sides of
the street cost $1,700 per mile and four-foot wide asphalt wide shoulders on existing roads run about
$100,000 per mile.9 The inclusion of bike lanes and shared use paths in the initial development and redevelopment of the road networks could save money in the long run by avoiding expensive retrofitting of these facilities later.

Economic Development
There is an economic development component to expanding Non-motorized transportation that relates to the
bicycle industry, as well as property value, tourism, and the overall quality of life of communities. The U.S. bicycle industry generated over $6 billion in sales in 2014 and approximately 6,200 specialty bike dealers do
business across the nation. 10 These independent shops are community hubs, providing personalized service,
sponsoring local events, and spearheading efforts to build bike facilities.
Non-motorized transportation facilities have also been used as a centerpiece to attract home buyers. According to the Bureau of Transportation Statistics, 79.1 million, or 38%, of all Americans feel the availability of
bikeways, walking paths, and sidewalks for getting to work, shopping, and recreation is very important in
choosing where to live.11 These housing preferences are translated to property values. Real estate market
research has consistently shown that people are willing to pay more for homes and property within close proximity to recreational parks and facilities. Research done National Association of Home Builders states that
trails and walking and jogging paths are among the three community features that would “seriously influence
the purchase decision” of a home.12
With over 1,300 designated mountain bike and bicycle trails, a great deal of tourism in the State of Michigan is
derived from the value of our trail systems. While the focus of this planning document is bicycle and Non-motorized transportation, recreational use of Non-motorized facilities in our state is an important revenue generator for tourism. In 2014, it was estimated that Bicycling provides an estimated $668 million per year in economic benefit to Michigan13. Above all, Non-motorized options promote the connections that offer access to
the jobs and shopping that make a community more attractive to both business and prospective employees.

Health
In 2012, 31.1 % of the Michigan population was considered obese, according to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.14 Obesity is expensive, in terms of health care costs, and it is preventable for the most
part. Health care costs in 2008 dollars associated with obesity alone were estimated at $147 billion. 15 Land

7

Consumer Expenditure Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistic, 2010
The League of American Bicyclists, 2011
9
Michigan Department of Transportation, Bureau of Transportation Planning, Bicycle & Pedestrian Coordinator
10
National Bicycle Dealers Association. http://nbda.com/articles/industry-overview-2014-pg34.htm
11
Bureau of Transportation Statistics, 2000
8

12

“What Home Buyers Want” National Association of Home Builders, www.nahb.org 2013.

13

“The Community and Economic Benefits of Bicycling in Michigan: MDOT, 2014
http://www.cdc.gov/obesity/data/adult.html
15
http://www.cdc.gov/obesity/adult/causes/index.html
14
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use and transportation planning that encourages and supports physical activity can battle the inactivity associated with obesity and help lower these costs.16 By offering Non-motorized transportation options, physical activity can be incorporated into everyday activities. With fewer and fewer Americans achieving the minimal exercise goals, the provision of a system of transportation that not only connects them with destinations but also
is a means of achieving a healthier lifestyle is paramount. In fact, an estimated 32% to 35% of all deaths in
the United States attributable to coronary heart disease, colon cancer, and diabetes could have been prevented if all persons were highly active.17
The United States Surgeon General has recommended at least 30 minutes of moderate exercise every day to
overcome weight problems in Americans, according to information published by the Department of Health and
Human Services. The Centers for Disease Control handbook, Promoting Physical Activity Among Adults,
praises the dual benefits of cycling and walking for improving health and serving a transportation function:
“the most effective activity regimens may be those that are moderate in intensity, individualized,
and incorporated into daily activity. Bicycling and walking are healthy modes of transportation
that incorporate these components. Bicycling or walking to work, school, shopping, or elsewhere as part of one’s regular day-to-day routine can be both a sustainable and a time-efficient
exercise regimen for maintaining an acceptable level of fitness.”
Walking or bicycling to work, school, or for pleasure is a convenient way people can incorporate exercise into
their daily lives and improve their health.

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

Challenges to Non-motorized Transportation
While pedestrian and bicycle trips are a viable option, a number of challenges deter people from utilizing Nonmotorized modes of transportation.

Cross Jurisdictional Cooperation
Just as road networks are often constructed, maintained, and funded by several different entities, Non-motorized facilities cross jurisdictional boundaries while simultaneously varying in form and type of user served. In
order to ensure compatible facilities, a great deal of cooperation must take place between adjoining jurisdictions and among all the municipalities in a region. The complexity of building and maintaining a network of
this sort requires partnerships between various state and local departments such as:




Cities, Villages, and Townships
Parks and Recreation Departments
Kalamazoo and Van Buren County Road Commissions

16

Active Living Leadership; New online calculator estimates financial cost of physical inactivity, Bioteck Week,
2004
17
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2007
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Michigan Department of Transportation
Michigan Department of Natural Resources

Coordination Among Multiple Users
Another major impediment to planning for Non-motorized transportation is the lack of unified public sentiment
for a particular form of facility. Bicycle enthusiasts, the disabled community, rails-to-trails advocates, and others each petition for “their” type of Non-motorized facility. Indeed, those in favor of bicycle lanes are generally
opposed to spending limited financial resources on shared-use paths or sidewalks. Those who rely on sidewalks for mobility, on the other hand, cannot justify preferential spending on either bicycle lanes or the perceived more recreational shared-use paths while there remains a decidedly incomplete sidewalk network for
accessing destinations and transit. The variety of Non-motorized forms demanded by different groups can be
daunting to municipalities as they choose where to prioritize limited resources.

Lack of Adequate Facilities
Perhaps the principal deterrent to the public choosing Non-motorized transportation is the lack of adequate
facilities. This includes such facilities as sidewalks, transit accessibility, bicycle lanes, bicycle parking and
storage, and shared-use paths. In particular, bridge crossings in key areas, especially over and beneath freeways and other limited-access thoroughfares, are a significant impediment. They do not offer the width, shoulder, or railings necessary for pedestrians and bicyclists to traverse safely and create bottlenecks in an otherwise strong Non-motorized network.

Seasonal Facilities
Living in Michigan poses another hurdle to Non-motorized transportation as seasonal weather may hamper
Approximately 28% of walking trips are one
bicycling and pedestrian commutes. However, people
mile or less, 40% are 2 miles or less, and
can and do elect to bicycle and walk throughout the
50% are 3 miles or less.
year. Municipalities can make Non-motorized options
—2009 National Household Travel Survey
more appealing with regular snow plowing and other
weather-related maintenance initiatives. However, local agencies are often left balancing the cost of increased maintenance with the possible use of these facilities during the winter months.

Demand
The 2013 American Community Survey reports that 0.5% of the workforce in Michigan commuted by bicycle
in 2012. That number grew from 0.3% in 2005, representing an increase of 66%.18
While millions of dollars and decades of research have gone into travel demand models for motor vehicles
and transit, Non-motorized travel demand models are virtually non-existent. KATS maintains a travel demand
model to predict future vehicle volumes that allows for Non-motorized trips in its calculations. However, it is
analyzed as a mode shift. Therefore, the MPO cannot develop a “deficiency” list that suggests future Nonmotorized projects, for example where bicycle lanes would be most valuable. KATS Non-motorized planning
objectives are identified by their respective jurisdictions and these projects, facilities and plans are assumed
to be representative of local demand. The accumulated suggested projects from KATS members make up the
Non-motorized projects mentioned in this plan.

18

Report on 2013 ACS Data, bikeleague.org
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Time and Distance
Time and distance are also perceived as a challenge to Non-motorized transportation. Yet according to the
National Household Transportation Survey, over 64% of all trips made by Americans are less than five miles
in length. Even more interesting is that 44% of all trips to work are also less than five miles. The short distances to work indicate that a person could walk or bicycle to destinations instead of driving a vehicle without
adding significant time to their journey. For example, a person can walk three miles at a moderate pace of
four miles-per-hour in 45 minutes and a bicyclist traveling at 10 mph can cover that distance in 18 minutes.
Non-motorized transportation is an option that would often only add a few extra minutes, with the added benefit of exercise, to the vast majority of short trips.19

Land Use Patterns
The density and pattern of land use greatly influences the amount of Non-motorized trips. Multi-use or mixeduse developments—those having residential, commercial and office or retail development interspersed or
mixed throughout—encourage more walking trips as more destinations are located within a reasonable walking distance. Current zoning regulations in most communities group like uses together, houses next to
houses, etc. While this increases land use compatibility, it discourages efficient and direct pedestrian or bicycle trips.
If residences are located on large lots and separated from commerce, employment, and social institutions, the
distances of most trips will be too long for walking to be practical. Developers, planners, and government
agencies are beginning to evaluate these land-use issues and recognize the value of designing for “walkability.” “Walkability” is the idea of location-efficiency, or having the ability and convenience of using Non-motorized modes to get to work, school, or social centers. For example, older, traditional neighborhoods, for the
most part, employ a grid street system. Densities are higher in these areas, and more connectivity is maintained from one neighborhood to the next through a grid pattern of interconnected routes.
However, many already developed areas were built without “walkability” in mind, and are missing Non-motorized facilities which can be expensive to retrofit. Nevertheless, missing links can be developed, and by being
included in an original design, or redesign, Non-motorized transportation modes become functional options for
travel.

Funding
The cost of Non-motorized facilities is likely the largest deterrent to their development. Federal surface transportation law provides flexibility to Metropolitan Planning Organizations, such as the KATS, to fund bicycle
and pedestrian improvements from a wide variety of programs. The Policies and Practices for Programming
Projects approved by the KATS Policy Committee, states that “all Non-motorized projects included in the
KATS Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Non-motorized Transportation Plan are eligible for funding as allowed
under applicable federal-aid categories.” This means that virtually all federal funding sources are open to
Non-motorized transportation projects. However, these facilities are not guaranteed funding and must compete with other road and transit projects when the TIP is programmed.
There has been a recent revision to the Non-motorized funding policy prompted by changes from the MAP-21
legislation. The new legislation introduced the Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) which allows for
the spending of funds at the MPO level that used to be available through the highly competitive state coordinated Transportation Enhancements (TE) grant program. Since this spending power has been brought to the
local units of government through the MPO, it’s advantageous to coordinate this spending through its orga-

19

National Household Travel Survey, http://nhts.ornl.gov/
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nized committees. The TAP program has many eligible activities identified for funding in MAP-21, but provides the most flexibility for funding bicycle and pedestrian projects. Since other funding options have been
limited in the past for use on Non-motorized improvements, the TAP funds are the best funding tool for implementing projects identified in the Non-motorized Plan.
Other federal funding sources can be used to fund Non-motorized projects. Non-motorized facilities are eligible under the Surface Transportation Funds (STP) and Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) programs. To encourage creative funding for projects, the KATS Complete Streets Policy and TAP Program Prioritization Process encourage the use of TAP funds in combination with other funding options to provide a
cost effective funding solution, stretching the value of each funding source.

Safety
In 2013, there were 743 Bicyclists killed nationally and an estimated 48,000 injured in motor vehicle traffic
crashes. Bicyclist deaths accounted for 2 percent of all motor vehicle traffic fatalities and injured Bicyclists
made up 2 percent of the people injured in traffic crashes during the year. The number of Bicyclists killed in
2013 is 1 percent higher than the 734 Bicyclists killed in 2012. The increase in 2013 is the third straight increase in Bicyclist fatalities, a 19-percent increase since 2010. In Michigan, Bicyclists fatalities represented
2.9% of total traffic fatalities, which is higher than the national average20.
The numbers for pedestrian related fatalities are also trending upwards. As total fatalities on the roadways
have decreased, pedestrian fatalities have increased from 11% of total fatalities in 2004 to 14% of total fatalities in 2013.21

Maintenance
Among the many sources of funding available for Non-motorized transportation there is a marked lack of
money for ongoing maintenance of facilities. Along with feasibility studies and engineering, regular maintenance cannot be paid for with the primary funding source for many Non-motorized facilities, transportation alternatives grants. While some communities may be supportive of constructing pedestrian and bicycle resources, they are deterred by the ongoing maintenance costs associated with these facilities.

Liability
Local jurisdictions are often hesitant to include bicycle lanes, in particular, within their Non-motorized transportation plans and street improvements due to the perceived threat of legal action. Within the last decade,
court decisions have increasingly protected the liability of road agencies and individual employee liability. The
Michigan highway exemption from the Wilson v. Alpena County Road Commission case in 2006 states
“…each governmental agency shall maintain the highway in reasonable repair so that it is reasonably safe
and convenient for public travel.” This means municipalities and road commissions are required to repair and
maintain only; there is no general duty to make roads “safe,” and there is no liability for whatever form or design a facility might take. In fact, by offering dedicated bicycle lanes, municipalities are not only free from liability for the design, but they are arguably providing a safer means of travel for both bicyclists and motorists.
Of course it is always advisable for communities to ensure that every Non-motorized facility is designed and
constructed per the AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. However it is important to note
that this is the current legal situation in Michigan and it is subject to change as time passes. Local agencies
are encouraged to remain informed of their liabilities when providing Non-motorized facilities.

20

NHTSA Traffic Safety Facts, 2013 Data on Bicycles

21

NHTSA Traffic Safety Facts, 2013 Data on Pedestrians
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Existing Non-motorized Transportation Network
The greater Kalamazoo metropolitan area has a variety of Non-motorized resources. All existing Non-motorized facilities amount to over 100 miles total. This Non-motorized infrastructure was constructed primarily by
local municipalities with the help of the Road Commission of Kalamazoo County (RCKC), Van Buren County
Road Commission (VBCRC), Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT), and Michigan Department of
Natural Resources (DNR). There are several forms of Non-motorized routes differentiated by user type and
by the land use densities nearby. In order to understand the mapped resources throughout this plan it is critical to make distinctions between the different types of Non-motorized facilities.

Non-motorized Facility Types & Definitions
In 2014, The Michigan Department of Transportation released a “Bicycle and Pedestrian Terminology” booklet. It has proven to be a great resource in providing a common framework of definitions. This Non-motorized
element uses the definitions provided by the MDOT booklet. Rather than recreate all of the definitions, the
MDOT document is included in this plan as Appendix E.
Below are the commonly used definitions for this Plan Element as taken from the MDOT terminology guide.
These facility types are included in the “Proposed Non-motorized Network” map and project list of this plan.

Bicycle Boulevard
A segment of street, or series of contiguous street segments, that has been modified to accommodate through-bicycle traffic and minimize through-motor traffic. Another
common term for a bicycle boulevard is a Neighborhood
Greenway.

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

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

Shared Lane Marking (SLM or “Sharrow”)
A pavement marking symbol that assists bicyclists with lateral positioning in lanes
too narrow for a motor vehicle and a bicycle to travel side-by-side within the same
traffic lane.
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Existing Non-motorized Facilities
The Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study (KATS) has developed a comprehensive Non-motorized facility
inventory that includes sidewalk facilities along the Federal-Aid eligible roadway network, shared use paths,
sidepaths, signed shared roadways or bicycle routes, sharrows and lanes, as well as Federal-Aid eligible
roads with four foot or greater wide paved shoulders. The maps developed were produced by the KATS with
data collected from local units of government and agencies, the Michigan Department of Transportation
(MDOT), and the United States Census Bureau. The Federal-Aid eligible roadways within the KATS MPO
area are, by virtue of their designation, the most strategic roads within the region. These roadways are among
the most often traveled in the area and are often the most direct routes between important destinations. The
KATS MPO is responsible for planning for these Federal-Aid eligible roadways.
KATS staff works to maintain and update the Non-motorized facility maps on a regular basis. However, because the level of detail in recording the location of facilities varies from community to community, it is difficult
to locate every facility. Conversely, in communities with miles and miles of sidewalks, not every sidewalk is
identified on the regional map; indeed only those sidewalk facilities alongside roads eligible to receive federal
funding (Federal-Aid roads) may be recorded at the MPO level. The exception to this would be for improvements identified through the Safe Routes to School Program approved by MDOT for the use of federal funds.
For planning purposes, the regional map on the following page depicts KATS’s current existing Non-motorized facilities inventory for our area.
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Map 3: Existing Urban Area Sidewalks
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In summary, the MPO contains over 100 miles of Non-motorized facilities. The existing infrastructure is a
tremendous resource for our community and represents millions of dollars of investment in Non-motorized
transportation, the majority of which was locally planned and funded.
Most local jurisdictions now require new developments, both retail and residential, to provide sidewalks as
part of their site-plan review process and zoning ordinances. Unfortunately older developments and subdivisions were not required to provide pedestrian links and therefore the current sidewalk network is
patchy and intermittent.

Measuring Demand for Non-motorized Transportation
Non-motorized travel demand refers to how much the public uses Non-motorized modes under various
circumstances. Several factors can affect the level of demand for Non-motorized transportation such as:
Destinations - Some of the major attractions for Non-motorized travelers include retail areas, schools,
colleges and universities, major employment centers, libraries, parks, and transit stops. See Map 6 for a
graphic estimation of the location of some of these popular destinations. Popular destinations include
large retail establishments, traditional downtowns, or other noteworthy amenities.
Trip distance - The majority of walking trips are less than a mile long and bicycling trips are generally
less than five miles.
Demographics and Population Density - Young (less than 18), elderly, and low-income people tend to
rely more on Non-motorized modes for transportation. In Kalamazoo County, the American Community
Survey for 2013 estimates that 22.5% of the population is less than 18 years old and 24.2% of population
is 55 years or older. These demographics indicate a significant share of the population that would be
more likely to utilize Non-motorized forms of transportation. Additionally, according to the 2010 Census,
persons in low-income households are more likely to walk to work than persons of other income categories.
The population identified from the 2010 U.S. Census for the entire KATS MPO area is 277,100 people.
For a graphic illustration of the population densities see Map 4 where each dot represents 100 people.
Land use - Walking and bicycling for transportation tend to increase with density (i.e., the number of residents and businesses in a given area) because higher densities mean that destinations are closer together and these transportation modes become more efficient.
Not surprisingly, within the KATS MPO, the City of Kalamazoo has the greatest population. The higher
population density of the city provides a larger number of users for Non-motorized modes of travel. Additionally, the distances between destinations are shorter. For transportation planning purposes it is logical
to focus Non-motorized resources, especially sidewalks and bicycle lanes, in areas where the population
density and potential users are the highest. In more suburban and rural portions of the MPO area, walking
and biking as a transportation mode become more onerous due to the longer distances to destinations.
The demand for suburban and rural Non-motorized resources is still evident in our area, however, as the
many existing and planned facilities indicate.
With increased population density, it makes sense that Non-motorized transportation becomes a more
viable option. However, data for our region to support the assumption that individuals are making a Nonmotorized mode choice for trips is scarce. Unlike traffic counts for motor vehicles, it is difficult to monitor
pedestrian movements without specialized equipment or real-time observation. For these reasons, most
agencies rely on self-reported data about what modes of transportation they use most frequently.
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Other than demographic information from the U.S. Census, the source used to estimate Non-motorized
transportation use in our area is the American Community Survey (ACS). The ACS is an ongoing statistical survey that samples a small percentage of population each year. The ACS 2013 5-year survey estimates that approximately 4.2% of the workforce walked or biked to work within Kalamazoo County.
Anecdotal evidence from the Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study’s planning processes has found enthusiasm for more Non-motorized facilities in our area. Comments from individuals, disability groups, trail
and bike advocacy groups and from municipal transportation planners all point to additional demand for
Non-motorized facilities, particularly in busy commercial areas. Past and current survey data collected by
the KATS also point to the provision of connected Non-motorized facilities in an integrated network as a
public priority. In summary, while pedestrian and bicycle demand are not quantified in the same way as
vehicular demand, there is evidence for demand from a variety of sources.
It is important to note that the focus of this plan is more generalized due to the large scale and scope of
the MPO boundaries and the lack of the same kinds of explicit demand and deficiency data available for
vehicular travel. For Non-motorized transportation planning purposes, popular destinations and demographic factors along with existing Non-motorized facilities were used to help identify those areas that are
likely to be significant destinations. Map 5 helps to illustrate those network destinations for Non-motorized travelers. As the Non-motorized project lists were developed, the KATS made the assumption that
our area municipalities have a good understanding of local Non-motorized demand beyond the demographic and incident-based data collected, and that this perceived demand is reflected in the projects
suggested to the MPO.
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Map 4 - Non-Motorized Network Population Density
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Map 5 - Network Destinations with Existing Non-Motorized Facilities
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Existing Policy Context
At the Federal and State levels, policy and existing legislation support continued development of Non-motorized transportation options.

Federal
The United States Department of Transportation Secretary of Transportation, Ray Lahood, signed a policy statement regarding bicycle and pedestrian accommodations, regulations, and recommendations on
March 11, 2010:
“Federal transportation policy is to incorporate safe and convenient walking and bicycling facilities into
transportation projects. Every transportation agency, including DOT, has the responsibility to improve
conditions and opportunities for walking and bicycling and to integrate walking and bicycling into their
transportation systems. Because of the numerous individual and community benefits that walking and bicycling provide — including health, safety, environmental, transportation, and quality of life — transportation agencies are encouraged to go beyond minimum standards to provide safe and convenient facilities
for these modes.”
This policy is based on various sections in the United States Code (U.S.C.) and the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) in Title 23—Highways, Title 49—Transportation, and Title 42—The Public Health and Welfare. These sections describe how bicyclists and pedestrians of all abilities should be involved throughout
the planning process, should not be adversely affected by other transportation projects, and should be
able to track annual obligations and expenditures on Non-motorized transportation facilities.
The purpose of this policy statement is to reflect the DOT’s support for the development of fully integrated
active transportation networks. The establishment of well-connected walking and bicycling networks is an
important component for livable communities, and their design should be a part of Federal-aid project developments. Walking and bicycling foster safer, more livable, family-friendly communities; promote physical activity and health; and reduce vehicle emissions and fuel use. Legislation and regulations exist that
require inclusion of bicycle and pedestrian policies and projects into transportation plans and project development. Accordingly, transportation agencies should plan, fund, and implement improvements to their
walking and bicycling networks, including linkages to transit. In addition, DOT encourages transportation
agencies to go beyond the minimum requirements, and proactively provide convenient, safe, and contextsensitive facilities that foster increased use by bicyclists and pedestrians of all ages and abilities, and utilize universal design characteristics when appropriate. Transportation programs and facilities should accommodate people of all ages and abilities, including people too young to drive, people who cannot drive,
and people who choose not to drive.

State
The State of Michigan has provisions for Non-motorized transportation contained within Act 51 of 1951,
Section 10k, and from the MDOT’s State Transportation Commission’s (STCT) Context Sensitive Solution
and Complete Streets policies.
Act 51 of the Michigan Public Acts of 1951 is the state law that distributes the primary state sources of
transportation funding in Michigan. The formulas in the act distribute approximately $1.7 billion per year in
state transportation revenues from the Michigan Transportation Fund to the state Department of Transportation, county road commissions, and cities and villages for maintenance and construction of roads
and support of transit systems. Section 10k states that of the funds allocated from the Michigan Transportation Fund to the State Trunkline Fund and to the counties, cities, and villages, a reasonable amount but
not less than 1% of those funds shall be expended for the construction or improvement of Non-motorized
transportation services and facilities. This money can be used for adding sidewalks, paving shoulders for
bicyclists and other facility development or redevelopment/repair.
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In 2003, Governor Granholm issued an Executive Directive that requires MDOT to incorporate Context
Sensitive Solutions (CSS) into transportation projects whenever possible and in the summer of 2005 the
Michigan Department of Transportation approved CSS as state policy. Under CSS, MDOT solicits dialogue with local governments, road commissions, industry groups, land use advocates, and state agencies early in a project’s planning phase. This dialogue helps to ensure that bridges, interchanges, bicycle
facilities, and other transportation projects “fit” into their communities. The CSS approach results in projects that respect a community’s scenic, aesthetic, historic, economic, and environmental character.
In 2010, Governor Granholm signed Complete Streets legislation (Public Acts 134 and 135) that gave
new project planning and coordination responsibilities to city, county and state transportation agencies
across Michigan. The public act 135 provided for the appointment of a Complete Streets Advisory council
to provide education and advice to the State Transportation Commission (STC), county road commissions, municipalities, interest groups, and the public on the development, implementation, and coordination of Complete Streets policies.
On July 26, 2012 the STC approved a Complete Streets policy that “…provides guidance to MDOT for the
planning, design, and construction or reconstruction of roadways or other transportation in a manner that
promotes complete streets as defined by the law, and that is sensitive to the surrounding context.” 22 The
Public Act 135 of 2010 defines complete streets as “…roadways planned, designed, and constructed to
provide appropriate access to all legal users in a manner that promotes safe and efficient movement of
people and goods whether by car, truck, transit, assistive device, foot, or bicycle.” 29 The policy on complete streets is intended to supplement the policy for CSS.

Local
On September 24, 2014, the KATS Policy Committee approved a Complete Streets Policy. The purpose
of this policy is to have all parties, KATS staff, municipalities, townships, road agencies, public transit
agencies, and the public review projects as they are being planned so that needed Non-motorized improvements can be included in the total project scope. Once local projects are included in the KATS
Transportation Improvement Program with federal funding, the project scope is difficult to change.
The Complete Streets Policy will apply to those projects proposed for federal funding by local agencies
within the Adjusted Census Urban Boundary (ACUB). This urban area includes the cities of Galesburg,
Kalamazoo, Parchment, and Portage; the villages of Mattawan, Richland, Schoolcraft, and Vicksburg,
and all or portions of Almena, Antwerp, Brady, Comstock, Cooper, Kalamazoo, Pavilion, Oshtemo, Richland, Schoolcraft, and Texas townships. Additional local complete streets policies have been adopted by
many KATS member agencies, including Texas, Osthemo, and Kalamazoo Townships, the City of Portage and the Billage of Paw Paw.
The KATS Complete Streets Policy also supports compliance with Federal law [United States Code, Title
23, Chapter 2, Section 217 (23 USC 217)] requiring consideration for bicycling and walking within transportation infrastructure. FHWA also “encourages transportation agencies to go beyond the minimum requirements, and proactively provide convenient, safe, and context-sensitive facilities that foster increased
use by bicyclists and pedestrians of all ages and abilities, and utilize universal design characteristics
when appropriate. (US DOT Policy Statement on Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodation Regulations
and Recommendations- 2010).”
For more information, please refer to the Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study Complete Streets Policy.

22

http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mdot/MDOT_CS_Policy_390790_7.pdf
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Future Non-motorized Transportation Improvements
The primary focus of the Non-motorized portion of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan is threefold: to
identify regionally significant priority projects, to enhance cooperation and coordination between jurisdictions for facility development, and thirdly, to address some of the challenges to Non-motorized transportation facility development. Similar to both the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), the Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study Non-motorized Subcommittee worked together to identify Non-motorized projects for our MPO area.

Subcommittee Makeup
A Non-motorized Subcommittee was formed to help guide KATS staff and direct the planning process.
Representatives from the KATS Technical and Policy Committees formed the Non-motorized Subcommittee. Advocacy groups, concerned citizens, and other stakeholders were invited to provide comments
throughout the planning process.
In addition to providing KATS staff with the latest information and maps of Non-motorized facilities and
local proposals, meetings served to identify partnership opportunities with neighboring jurisdictions and
provide opportunities for coordination of resources and plans. Through the Non-motorized Subcommittee,
previous bicycle and pedestrian planning efforts were analyzed, network deficiencies were selected, and
a general course of action was prescribed for addressing area priorities.

The KATS Non-motorized Subcommittee Members
Libby Heiny-Cogswell, Oshtemo Township
Chris Forth, City of Portage
Darrell Harden, Michigan Department of Transportation
Matt Johnson, City of Kalamazoo
Rebekah Kik, City of Kalamazoo
Sean McBride, Kalamazoo Metro Transit
Ron Reid, Kalamazoo Township
Linda Kerr, Texas Township

Plan Vision, Goals, and Performance Measures
To provide direction and fundamental goals for project selection, the vision and goals are a result of collaboration with our committee members reviewing previous iterations of the KATS Non-motorized plan
dating back to 1996. The plan goals below have been identified with objectives, that following the implementation of performance-based planning, will be used to score the progress and outcome of this plans
implementation in the future.

Plan Vision
It is the vision of the Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study (KATS) Non-motorized Transportation element of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) that an area-wide network of interconnected, convenient, safe, and efficient Non-motorized routes may become an integral mode of travel for area residents.

Plan Goals & Objectives
As an element of the KATS Metropolitan Transportation Plan, this Non-motorized plan directly reflects the
goals and objectives set forth in the overall MTP. Please refer to the MTP for further information regarding Goals, Objectives, and Performance Measures.
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Study Process and Project Evaluation Criteria
To understand what Non-motorized projects are especially important for our area, the Kalamazoo Area
Transportation Study began by examining where existing Non-motorized facilities are located. Next, proposed and funded projects were mapped alongside the existing facilities to find breaks in the system. Parallel to the identification of system deficiencies, the Non-motorized Subcommittee developed project evaluation criteria.
Recognizing the requirements set forth in the KATS Complete Streets Policy, adopted September 24,
2014, the following ratings system is designed to help facilitate Non-motorized funding priorities. It does
not guarantee funding, construction, or implementation of the proposed projects. It is a measure to compare projects within the Metropolitan Transportation Plan, not as a direct prioritization process for funding
decisions.

Priority Rating System
Connectivity/Continuity: The project will fill a gap in relation to existing facilities and allow for the continuous flow of travel for a specific type of Non-motorized travel (Up to 5 points).
Methodology: Up to 5 points are awarded for each project that increases system connectivity and continuity.




4 points - The project can be seen as bridging a significant gap or removing a significant current
barrier that exists, creating a continuous facility.
2 Points - The project can be seen as bridging a minor gap or removing a minor current barrier
that exists, creating a continuous facility.
1 Point - Additional point award if the facility being proposed services both bikers and pedestrians
if nothing currently exists for either mode along the proposed facility/street alignment.

Safety/ADA: The project will eliminate conflict points between vehicles and forms of Non-motorized
travel. This should minimize the incidents of crashes, injuries, and fatalities.
Methodology: Five points are awarded for each project that address safety based on the following characteristics, with a minimum rating of one point. A point density GIS analysis was created using safety statistics provided from the State of Michigan Police Division. This provided a measure of crash rate and severity over time.




4 Points- The project falls in an area of moderate to high accidents.
2 Points- The project falls in an area of low accidents.
1 Point- Additional point award if the project is within a half a mile of a past pedestrian or bicycle
related fatality.

Regional vs. Local Facility: The project allows for the continuous flow of travel for users and transportation impacts are regional or multi-jurisdictional.
Methodology: Up to 5 points are awarded based on the regional impact of the project proposed with a
minimum award of one point.




5 Points- The project is a connection that is considered regional in nature, providing continuous
flow between multiple municipalities within the area.
3 Points- The project is a connection that bridges a gap for a populous from a localized system to
access a more regional network that extends into other jurisdictions.
1 Point- The project is considered local in nature, connecting local facilities to additional local facilities.
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High Use/Social Equity: The project should satisfy local demand and expand the existing usage for pedestrians and/or bikers. It should provide transportation for the disadvantaged and underserved communities that traditionally fall in areas of high density. Environmental Justice Areas are those areas that have
a statistically high occurrence of any particular race or poverty status. These are used in planning to give
special attention to areas that may be unfairly burdened or left out of the public notification process during
the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) planning process.
Methodology: Up to 5 points are awarded based on the potential use and location within Environment
Justice Areas.




5 points- The project serves a high density population center within an environmental justice area.
3 Points- The project is in a high or medium density area or makes a connection to an Environmental Justice Area.
1 Point- If the project is found to be in an area of low population density and does not connect to
an Environmental Justice Area.

This scoring system is to be used as a guide to show what the MPO’s priorities might be for funding proposed projects with federal dollars in the future. Each project is listed in the project list with its derived
rating based on the priority components presented. The full list of projects with priority ratings, not constrained by any dollar amount, will be presented in tabular format in the following section.

Non-motorized Project List
The Non-motorized Project List developed far exceeds the historic levels of funding Non-motorized transportation receives within this MPO area. It represents those projects identified through the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan’s call for projects and does not represent all of the infrastructure or routing options
identified in this plan.
The levels of funding provided for Non-motorized modes of transportation are inconsistent over time and
vary with competition between projects for grant funds. Unlike the Metropolitan Transportation Plan list of
projects which must be financially constrained, the list of Non-motorized projects is broad in scope and
summarizes some of the projects in the region unbound by projected funding levels.
The project list contained within this document brings together the desires of transportation agencies,
communities and the public for future Non-motorized improvements. It is a living document that will be updated as the needs of the communities and their residents evolve. The list contains individually requested
projects as well as mileage for projects previously identified by communities and recorded in our geographic database. It should be noted that some projects in the list have already been approved for funding, but have been included in this needs list below to show the complete list of needed improvement.

Summary of Proposed Non-motorized Projects

Year

Project Name

Year of
Expenditure
Cost

Limits
Work Type
Score
West Main Street to Stadium
2016
Drake Road
Drive
Roadside Facility
$1,493,000
17
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 10 foot shared use pathway on the west side of Drake Road from
West Main Street to Stadium Drive. (The east side of the road is under the jurisdiction of the City of Kalamazoo and has
a 5 foot sidewalk for the entire limits of the proposed project except the very southern part.) As the design and public
input process continues, the exact dimensions of the facility may be amended in certain portions of the corridor, and
certain work may be required on the east side of the road in order to qualify for financial assistance.
2016
West Main Street
Nichols Road to Sage Street
Roadside Facility
$190,000
14
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on the south side of West Main Street from Nichols Road to Sage Street.
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Year of
Expenditure
Cost
Score

Kalamazoo River Val- 35th in Galesburg to KalamaNew Route/
2016
ley Trail
zoo/Calhoun County line
Structure
$2,842,500
13
Description: An eight-mile addition to the Kalamazoo River Valley Trail that will connect the current terminating point at
35th St in Galesburg, to the Village of Augusta. With this addition, the Kalamazoo River Valley Trail will link together the
Kal-Haven Trail to the Battle Creek Linear Path, connecting over 140 miles of regional trail systems.
West Main Street to Kalamazoo
2016
Kendall Avenue
Township Limits
Roadside Facility
$60,875
10
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on both sides of Kendall Avenue to fill in the gaps
in the existing sidewalk system that exists between West Main Street and the Kalamazoo Township Limits to the south.
West Main Street to Kalamazoo
2016
Solon Street
Township Limits
Roadside Facility
$129,000
10
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on both sides of Solon Street from West Main
Street to the Kalamazoo Township limits.
2017
KL Avenue
Drake Road to Copper Beech
Roadside Facility
$900,000
17
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 10 foot shared use pathway on the north side of KL Avenue from
Drake Road to the entry drive of the Copper Beech Apartments. A subsequent project will continue the facility to the
west and connect to 9th Street. Wide shoulders are also included in the proposal for the full extent of the project.
2017
Olmsted Road
Miller Road to Lake Street
Roadside Facility
$280,000
13
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on both sides of Olmsted Road from Miller Road
to Lake Street. Wide shoulders are also included in the proposal for the full extent of the project.
2017
Grand Prairie Road Stone Mill Street to Drake Road Roadside Facility
$64,750
13
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on the north side of Grand Prairie Road from
Stone Mill Street to Drake Road. Stone Mill Street represents the border with the City of Kalamazoo and from that point
west, the south side of the road is in the City. A partner project continues the Non-motorized facility to Nichols Road.
Wide shoulders are also included in the proposal for the full extent of the project.
2017
Grand Prairie Road Nichols Road to Stone Mill Street Roadside Facility
$120,750
11
Description: Installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on both sides of Grand Prairie Road from Nichols Road to Stone Mill Street.
Stone Mill Street represents the border with the City of Kalamazoo and from that point west, the south side of the road is
in the City. A partner project continues the Non-motorized facility to Drake Road. Wide shoulders are also included in
the proposal for the full extent of the project.
Olmsted Road to Kalamazoo
2017
Lake Street
Township limits
Roadside Facility
$138,750
11
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on the both sides of Lake Street from Olmsted
Road east to the Kalamazoo Township limits. Wide shoulders are also included in the proposal for the full extent of the
project.
2017
Nichols Road
Alamo Avenue to G Avenue
Roadside Facility
$350,000
11
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on both sides of Nichols Road between Alamo
Avenue and G Avenue with exception of a few places where an existing sidewalk facility is already located.
Sprinkle Road to Kalamazoo
2018
Miller Road
Township Limits
Roadside Facility
$65,000
15
Description: Installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on both sides of Miller Road from Sprinkle Road east to the Township limits
with the City of Kalamazoo. Wide shoulders are also included in the proposal for the full extent of the project.
Lake Street to KRVT (via King
2018
Business Loop 94
Highway)
Roadside Facility
$90,000
14
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 10 foot asphalt shared use pathway on Business Loop 94 from
Lake Street to King Highway and then continuing east to access the KRVT. This is a project included in the BL-94
Gateway Plan.
Kalamazoo River
M-96 in Augusta north to M2018
Valley Trail
89/Gull Lake in Ross Township
New Route/Structure $2,000,000
13
Description: A 3.5-mile addition to the Kalamazoo River Valley Trail that will connect the eventual Village of Augusta
segment north to Gull Lake/M-89.
Douglas Avenue to Westnedge
2018
Mosel Road
Avenue
Roadside Facility
$175,900
13
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on both sides of Mosel Road from Douglas Avenue to Westnedge Avenue. Wide shoulders are also included in the proposal for the full extent of the project.
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Year of
Expenditure
Year
Project Name
Limits
Work Type
Cost
Score
2018
Stadium Drive
8th Street to 11th Street
Roadside Facility
$116,000
13
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on both sides of Stadium Drive from 8th Street to
11th Street. There are some existing sections of sidewalk on the north side of Stadium toward the eastern edge of this
corridor but they are in poor condition and need replacement. Close to the 9th Street intersection, as part of the DDA's
streetscape improvement program, it is likely that the sidewalk will increase in width considerably in order to serve a
more commercial oriented environment.
2018
Brook Drive
Gull Road to Spring Valley Park Roadside Facility
$122,400
11
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 10 foot asphalt shared use pathway on Brook Drive from Gull
Road to Spring Valley Park.
2018
Nazareth Road
Gull Road to East Main Street
Roadside Facility
$240,000
11
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on the both sides of Nazareth Road from Gull
Road to East Main Street. Wide shoulders are also included in the proposal for the full extent of the project.
2018
Barney Road
Nichols Road to Douglas Avenue Roadside Facility
$188,700
9
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on both sides of Barney Road from Nichols Road
to Douglas Avenue. Wide shoulders are also included in the proposal for the full extent of the project.
G Avenue to Kalamazoo Town2018
Douglas Avenue
ship Limits
Roadside Facility
$341,500
11
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on both sides of Douglas Avenue from G Avenue
south to the Township border with the City of Kalamazoo. Wide shoulders are also included in the proposal for the full
extent of the project.
M-89/Gull Lake in Ross Township
Kalamazoo River
eastward to the Village of Rich2019
Valley Trail
land
New Route/Structure $3,800,000
13
Description: A 5-mile addition to the Kalamazoo River Valley Trail that will connect the eventual Gull Lake/M-89 segment
eastward to the Village of Richland.
2019
Squires Drive
Ravine Road to Drake Road
Roadside Facility
$100,000
11
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 10 foot asphalt shared use pathway on Squires Drive from Ravine
Road to Drake Road.
West Main Street to Kal-Haven
2019
10th Street
Trailhead
Roadside Facility
$645,000
11
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of 10 foot wide asphalt shared use pathway on east side of 10th Street
from West Main Street to H Avenue with a 5 foot wide sidewalk facility on the west side of the road. A 10 foot wide asphalt shared use pathway would continue on the west side of the road from H Avenue to the Kal-Haven Trail Head to the
north. Wide shoulders are also proposed to be added to the corridor.
Off Road (near King King Highway to East Michigan
2019
Hwy)
Avenue
Roadside Facility
$46,000
9
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 10 foot asphalt shared use pathway on Township property from
King Highway north to East Michigan Avenue.
2019
Nazareth Road
East Main Street to Kenilworth
Roadside Facility
$93,720
9
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 10 foot asphalt shared use pathway on Nazareth Road from East
Main Street to Kenilworth Avenue.
Kalamazoo River Valley
2020
NA
Trail to Ransom Street
Roadside Facility
$300,000
19
Description: Construction of an off road Non-motorized transportation trailway.
9th Street to Copper
2020
KL Avenue
Beech
Roadside Facility
$610,000
14
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 10 foot shared use pathway on the north side of KL Avenue from
9th Street to the entry drive of the Copper Beech Apartments. This connects to a previous project that provided a facility
from Drake Road to the apartment entry drive. Wide shoulders are included for the full extent of the project.
2020
9th Street
KL Avenue to H Avenue
Roadside Facility
$900,000
13
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on both sides of 9th Street from KL Avenue to
West Main Street, the proposal calls for 5 foot sidewalks on both sides of the road. From West Main Street to H Avenue,
a 10 foot shared use pathway is called for on the east side of 9th Street. This project corresponds to a subsequent project that will continue the Non-motorized facility south to N Avenue. Wide shoulders are also included in the proposal for
the full extent of the project.
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Expenditure
Cost

Limits
Work Type
Score
Nichols Road to Drake
2020
Ravine Road
Road
Roadside Facility
$327,750
9
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on both sides of Ravine Road from Nichols Road
to Drake Road. Wide shoulders are also included in the proposal for the full extent of the project.
2021-2025 Portage Creek Trail
Kilgore to Lake
Roadside Facility
$2,960,489
19
Description: Construction of an off road Non-motorized transportation trailway.
2021-2025 H Avenue
9th Street to Drake Road Roadside Facility
$1,311,496
15
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on the north and south side of H Avenue from 9th
Street to Drake Road. Wide shoulders are also included in the proposed project. The exact design of the facility is subject to change as the project undergoes the public input and financing components of the design process.
2021-2025 Olmsted Road
Miller Road to Lake Street Roadside Facility
$347,265
14
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 10 foot shared use pathway on Olmsted Road from Miller Road to
Lake Street including a crossing of BR-94.
D Ave. in Cooper Township north to Allegan
2021-2025 Kalamazoo River Valley Trail County Line
New Route/Structure $3,108,513
13
Description: A 3.5-mile addition to the Kalamazoo River Valley Trail that will extend north with plans to link to existing
and future trail systems.
M-89/Gull Lake in Ross
Township to Barry
County/Kalamazoo County
2021-2025 Kalamazoo River Valley Trail Line
New Route/Structure $3,256,537
13
Description: A 5-mile addition to the Kalamazoo River Valley Trail that will connect the eventual Gull Lake/M-89 trail
north to the Barry County/Kalamazoo County line.
Parkview Avenue to KL
2021-2025 11th Street
Avenue
Roadside Facility
$1,406,232
13
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on the west side of 11th Street from Parkview Avenue to KL Avenue. 11th Avenue already has wide shoulders on its northern extent, but wide shoulders would be incorporated in the southern portion. It is possible that this facility could be changed to a wider shared use pathway during
the public input and design process.
20212025
9th Street
KL Avenue to N Avenue
Roadside Facility
$2,072,342
12
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on both sides of 9th Street from KL Avenue to
Stadium Drive with a 5 foot sidewalk proposed on the east side of the road from Stadium Drive to N Avenue. There are
some existing facilities along 9th Street in this portion of the project, and the proposed facilities will work around and/or
improve those facilities. The exact design may be modified as it goes through the financing and public input process.
This project corresponds to a subsequent project that will continue the Non-motorized facility north to H Avenue. Wide
shoulders are also included in the proposal for the full extent of the project.
2021Nichols Road to Drake
2025
Grand Prairie Road
Road
Roadside Facility
$355,259
9
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 10 foot asphalt shared use pathway on Grand Prairie Road from
Nichols Road to Drake Road.
2021Stadium Drive to 9th
2025
Quail Run Drive
Street
Roadside Facility
$64,124
9
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on the east side of Quail Run from Stadium Drive
to 9th Street.
2026Stadium Drive to Drake
2030
West Michigan Avenue
Road
Roadside Facility
$963,505
19
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on the both sides of West Michigan Avenue connecting Drake Road to Stadium Drive. Wide shoulders are also included in the proposal for the full extent of the project. It is possible that during the financing, design, and public input process, this project could be modified to become
a wider shared use parkway.
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Expenditure
Cost

Year
Project Name
Limits
Work Type
Score
2026Stadium Drive to Drake
2030
Parkview Avenue
Road
Roadside Facility
$1,345,305
15
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on both sides of Parkview Avenue from Stadium
Drive to Drake Road. It is possible that during the financing, design, and public input process, this project could be
modified to become a wider shared use pathway. Wide shoulders are also included in the proposal for the full extent of
the project.
20262030
Off Road near Lake Street
Lake Street to KRVT
Roadside Facility
$900,472
13
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 10 foot asphalt shared use pathway from Lake Street north to
the KRVT going off road and crossing the Kalamazoo River thereby requiring construction of a Non-motorized bridge.
20269th Street to Parkview Av2030
Atlantic Avenue
enue
Roadside Facility
$352,985
9
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 5 foot sidewalk on both sides of Atlantic Avenue from 9th Street
to Parkview Avenue. It is possible that during the financing, design, and public input process, this project could be
modified to become a wider shared use pathway. Wide shoulders are also included in the proposal for the full extent of
the project.
2026Off road - end of Nazareth
2030
Nazareth Road vicinity
Road to KRVT
Roadside Facility
$1,080,566
9
Description: Proposed project calls for installation of a 10 foot asphalt shared use pathway from Nazareth Road south
to the KRVT going off road and crossing the railroad tracks along the way.

The "Proposed Non-motorized Facilities" map found on the next page includes projects individually identified in the KATS Metropolitan Transportation Plan call for projects, as well as projects identified in local
and regional Non-motorized plans. The Proposed Facilities represent a high level planning guide for project implementation and their inclusion does not guarantee funding. Their purpose is to help the MPO
identify regionally significant priority projects and to enhance the cooperation and coordination between
jurisdictions for facility development. Changes in routing, facility type, location, and local priority will
change as proposed projects move towards implementation.
A detailed record of the community based effort to determine the proposed routing network is included as
Appendix F of this document.
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Map 7: Proposed Bike Commuter Routes
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Non-motorized Transportation Funding Options
The primary deterrent to the development of Non-motorized modes of transportation is cost. Much of the
funding comes from local jurisdictions but there are several Federal and State funding sources available
for facility development as well. Bicycle and pedestrian projects are broadly eligible for funding from
nearly all major Federal-aid highways, transit, safety, and other programs. For federal funding, bicycle
projects must be “principally for transportation, rather than recreation, purposes” and must be designed
and located pursuant to the transportation plans required of states and Metropolitan Planning Organizations.
The funding category most often used in the past within the KATS MPO area besides locally raised
money was Transportation Enhancement (TE) funds. Ten percent of a state’s Surface Transportation
Fund, the largest transportation fund available for improvements of every sort, was set aside as TE funds.
Within the State of Michigan, municipalities often apply for competitively awarded TE funds at the State
level. Recently, the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) transportation bill has
changed the way of thinking with the creation of Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP). 50% of the
funds are still available at the state level for competitive grants, but with the introduction of the TAP, 50%
of the spending power has been brought to the MPO level for programming Non-motorized type projects
in coordination with the TIP development. There are several categories of eligibility for TAP funds, many
of which specifically relate to Non-motorized transportation.
To better understand the funds available, a summary of the leading funding sources is provided. While
this is not an exhaustive list, these are the programs that staff is aware of that have been used in our area
for Non-motorized facility development.

Federal Highway Administration Funding Sources
National Highway Performance Program
The National Highway System (NHS) is composed of 163,000
miles of urban and rural roads and highways serving major population centers, major travel destinations, international border
crossings, and intermodal transportation facilities. The Interstate
system is part of the National Highway System.
Purpose: The NHPP provides funding for construction and maintenance projects located on the National
Highway System (NHS). The NHS system includes the entire Interstate system and all other highways
classified as principal arterials.
Eligible Projects: All eligible projects must be located on the Interstate or NHS.










Construction, reconstruction, resurfacing, restoration, rehabilitation and preservation of highways
and bridges
Construction, rehabilitation, or replacement of existing ferry boats and facilities including approaches that connect road segments
Bridge and tunnel inspection and evaluation as well as the training of bridge and tunnel inspectors
Safety projects
Transit capital projects
Federal-aid highway improvements
Environmental restoration and mitigation
Intelligent Transportation Systems
Bicycle transportation and pedestrian walkways
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Eligible Recipients: Eligible recipients include the Michigan Department of Transportation, all county
road commissions, and all city and village street agencies.
Required Match: The NHPP funds will cover 90 % of an eligible project’s cost for most Interstate projects and 80 % for other projects on the NHS. There is also a sliding scale but the remaining match
comes from the eligible entity.
Funding: MAP-21 Interstate Maintenance, Highway Bridge and NHS programs. $21.75 B (Federal Total,
MAP-21)
Project Application/Selection: Projects are selected through the Metropolitan Planning Organization during the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) programming period.

Surface Transportation Program
The Surface Transportation Program (STP) provides States with flexible funds which may be used for a
wide variety of projects on any Federal-aid Highway including the NHS, bridges on any public road, and
transit facilities.
Purpose: The Surface Transportation Program is the most flexible of all the highway programs and historically one of the largest single programs. States and metropolitan regions may use these funds for
highway, bridge, transit (including intercity bus terminals), and pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure projects.
Eligible Projects:















Highway and bridge construction and rehabilitation
De-icing of bridges and tunnels
Federal-aid bridge repair
Congestion pricing and travel demand management
Off-system bridge repair
Development of state asset management plan
Transit capital projects
Carpool projects and fringe and corridor parking
Bicycle, pedestrian, and recreational trails
Electric and natural gas vehicle infrastructure
Construction of ferry boats and terminals
Intelligent transportation systems
Environmental mitigation
Border infrastructure projects

Eligible Recipients: Eligible recipients include the Michigan Department of Transportation, all county
road commissions, and all city and village street agencies.
Required Match: The STP funds can cover 80 % of the total cost of a project, with the rest to be covered
by the states or local entities. There is also a sliding scale on match dollars for this funding type.
Funding: $10 B (Federal Total, MAP-21)

Project Application/Selection: Projects are selected through the Metropolitan Planning Organization
during the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) programming period.
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Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)
SAFETEA-LU established the Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) in 2005. It replaced a previous set-aside of each State’s STP apportionment for infrastructure safety activities. The recent adoption
of MAP-21 continued the funding support for the HSIP.
Purpose: A safety program intended to reduce injuries and fatalities on all public roads, pathways or
trails. There is an emphasis on enhanced data collection and performance. And with MAP-21, for the
first time, a “road user” is defined as both a motorized and Non-motorized user. The HSIP requires a
data-driven, strategic approach to improving highway safety on all public roads that focuses on performance.
Eligible Projects: Any project on a public road, trail or path that is included in a state’s Strategic Highway
Safety Plan and corrects a safety problem such as an unsafe roadway element or fixes a hazardous location.







Intersection improvements
Construction of shoulders
High risk rural roads improvements
Traffic calming
Data Collection
Improvements for bicyclists, pedestrians, and individuals with disabilities

Eligible Recipients: Eligible recipients include the Michigan Department of Transportation, all county
road commissions, and all city and village street agencies.
Required Match: The HSIP grant covers 80 % of the total cost of a project, with the rest to be covered
by the states or local entities. There is also a sliding scale on match dollars for this funding type.
Funding: States administer the HSIP, with oversight by the Office of Highway Safety. $2.4 B (Federal Total, MAP-21)
Project Application/Selection: This is a similar competitive grant process to that of Transportation Enhancements where a qualifying agency becomes the sponsor of a project and upon grant approval it is
introduced to the TIP. Yearly there is a call for projects administered by the MDOT.

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program
The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) Program assists areas designated as
non-attainment or maintenance under the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 to achieve and maintain
healthful levels of air quality by funding transportation projects and programs.
Purpose: The CMAQ program provides funding for projects that will relieve congestion and reduce pollution levels to help states and metro regions meet federal air quality standards. Funds are directed toward
projects, programs, and strategies that provide residents with a possible transportation options that lead
to lower pollution levels.
Eligible Projects:




Establishment or operation of a traffic monitoring, management, and control facility
Transit capital projects and improved transit services, including operational assistance for new or
expanded service for up to 3 years
Projects that improve traffic flow, including projects to improve signalization, construct HOV lanes,
improve intersections, add turning lanes
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Bicycle and pedestrian facilities
Diesel retrofits of older engines
Variable roadway pricing
Construction of facilities serving electric or natural gas-fueled vehicles
Fringe and corridor parking facilities
Projects that shift traffic demand to nonpeak hours or other transportation modes, increase vehicle occupancy rates, or otherwise reduce demand.
Carpool and vanpool services
Intelligent transportation systems
Intermodal freight capital projects

Eligible Recipients: Eligible recipients include the Michigan Department of Transportation, all county
road commissions, and all city and village street agencies.
Required Match: The CMAQ funds can cover 80 % of the total cost of a project, with the rest to be covered by the states or local entities. There is also a sliding scale on match dollars for this funding type.
Funding: MAP-21 made it available for states to transfer up to 50 % of CMAQ program funds into other
programs for other uses, compared to 20 % from before. $2.2 B (Federal Total, MAP-21)
Project Application/Selection: Projects are selected through the Metropolitan Planning Organization
during the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) programming period.

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration Funding Source
State and Community Highway Safety Grant Program (Section 402)
The State and Community Highway Safety Grant Program supports
State highway safety programs designed to reduce traffic crashes and
resulting deaths, injuries, and property damage.
Purpose: The Section 402 program provides grants to states to improve driver behavior and reduce deaths and injuries from motor vehicle-related crashes.
Eligible Projects: Under MAP-21, states are required to have a highway safety program that is approved
by the Secretary. Funds can be spent in accordance with national guidelines for programs that:












Reduce impaired driving
Reduce speeding
Encourage the use of occupant protection
Improve motorcycle safety
Improve pedestrian and bicycle safety
Reduce school bus deaths and injuries
Reduce Crashes from unsafe driving behavior
Improve enforcement of traffic safety laws
Improve driver performance
Improve traffic records
Enhance emergency services

Eligible Recipients: States are eligible for Section 402 funds by submitting an annual Performance Plan
with goals and performance measures, and a Highway Safety Plan describing actions to achieve the Performance Plan.
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Match: There is no local match required for funding used with this program.
Funding: Funds are apportioned to the states and at least 40% of funds must be spent by local governments or be used for the benefit of local governments. $235 M (Federal Total, MAP-21)
Project Application/Selection: This is a competitive grant process that is administered by the Office of
Highway Safety Planning. States are required to submit their Section 402 and Section 405 consolidated
grant application by July 1 of each fiscal year. The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
(NHTSA) will have 60 days to review and approve or disapprove the consolidated grant application.

Transportation Alternatives program (TAP)
The Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) has been designated as a primary source for Non-motorized facility funding for our MPO. The TAP was established by congress in 2012, and is funded through a
proportional set-aside of the cored Federal-aid Highway Program. Eligible activities include most activities
historically funded as Transportation Enhancements (TE), the recreational Trails Program, and the Safe
Routes to School (SRS).
Purpose: Provide for a variety of alternative transportation projects, including many that were previously
eligible activities under separately funded programs through SAFETEA-LU.
Eligible Projects: Most projects eligible under the former programs remain eligible for TAP funding.











Bicycle and pedestrian facilities
Safe routes projects for non-drivers
Construction of turnouts and overlooks
Community improvement activities including vegetation management
Historic preservation
Rails to trails
Control of outdoor advertising
Archeological activities related to transportation projects
Boulevard construction
Any environmental mitigation activity

Eligible Recipients: Local and regional entities, including governments, transit agencies, transportation
authorities, schools and natural resource agencies, may apply for TAP grants.
Required Match: The TAP grant covers 80 % of the total cost of a project, with the rest to be covered by
the states or local entities. There is also a sliding scale on match dollars for this funding type.
Funding: Transportation Alternatives (TA) funding will be awarded through a competitive grant process
established and run by the states along with the Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO’s) that represent over 200,000 in population. Half of the money allocated for TAP will go to the States and half will be
programmed by the MPO. The State has the right to transfer half of their share to fund other unrelated
projects. A portion of funding equal to the former Recreation Trails Program will be set aside for recreational trails projects and be available at the state level for grant availability unless the state opts out and
includes this slice in the TA funds. All approved TAP projects are required to become part of the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). $0.808 B (Federal Total, MAP-21($668 K for MPO in 2014))
Project Application/Selection: Projects are selected through the Metropolitan Planning Organization
during the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) programming period for the MPO’s portion of TA funds.
The state’s portion of TA funding is handled through a competitive grant process where submissions are
review and awarded quarterly.
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State of Michigan Funding Sources
Michigan Department of Transportation
Michigan Transportation Fund Act 51 – Section
10k
Public Act 51 of 1951 governs state appropriations for most Michigan highway and transportation programs at the state and local level. It describes transportation revenue sources, transportation programs,
and how revenues can be used.
Revenues from the Michigan Transportation Fund are generated from state gas and value taxes. The
funding is divided among the Michigan Department of Transportation, county road commissions, cities,
and villages. Each Act 51 agency is required by law to spend, at a minimum, 1% of the Act 51 dollars on
Non-motorized improvements. A recent change in State legislation eliminated the ability to use this
money for paving gravel roads and maintenance, such as street sweeping, in an effort to increase the
number of improvements constructed. This funding may be used to provide the match for federal funds.
In 1972, Act 51 of 1951 was amended (P.A. 327) to allow road agencies to expend funds on Non-motorized transportation facilities, and since 1972 Act 51 has been amended several more times, the latest being P.A. 82 of 2006. Section 10k of P.A. 82 states:
1. Transportation purposes as provided in this act include provisions for facilities and services for
Non-motorized transportation including bicycling.
2. Allocates not less than 1% from the Michigan transportation fund for construction or improvement
of Non-motorized transportation services and facilities.
3. Improvements which facilitate Non-motorized transportation shall be considered to be a qualified
Non-motorized facility for the purposes of this section.
4. Units of government need not meet the provisions of this section annually, provided the requirements are met, averaged over a period of 10 years.
Purpose: These funds are available for the construction and preservation of roadways for road agencies
and for capital and operating support for public transit agencies. Revenues collected through highway
user taxes (i.e., state motor fuels taxes, vehicle registration fees, etc.) are deposited in the MTF.
Eligible Activities: The maintenance of roadways to include: snow removal, cleaning, patching, signing,
marking, reservation, reconstruction, resurfacing, restoration, and rehabilitation.
Eligible Recipients: Eligible recipients include the Michigan Department of Transportation, transit agencies, all county road commissions, and all city and village street agencies.
Match: No match is necessary for general use funds. For local street construction projects there is a 50
% match required. Also, these funds can be used for match dollars on other funding source grants.
Funding: A distribution formula exists to allocate transportation revenue between highway programs and
public transportation programs, and highway program funds between MDOT and local road agencies.
This formula is mainly determined by road classification and linear road mileage. Based on a ten year
average, a minimum of 1% of MTF’s distributed must be used for Non-motorized facilities. Such facilities
can be in conjunction with or separate to the road. Projected MTF Distribution Totals for KATS in 2014:
$59.44 M
Project Selection/Application: Act 51 creates a number of compliance and reporting requirements for
MDOT and local road agencies for spending MTF’s, but is distributed monthly for use on eligible activities.
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There is currently an Act 51 Distribution and Reporting System (ADARS) system that allows for the application and tracking of Michigan Transportation Funds the agencies have to report to yearly to secure future funding.

Michigan Department of Natural Resources
Michigan Natural Resources Trust Fund
Through funding derived from royalties on the sale and lease of State-owned
mineral rights, the Michigan Natural Resources Trust Fund (MNRTF) began
as the “Kammer Recreational Land Trust Fund Act of 1976”. In 1984 Michigan residents voted and amended the State Constitution under Proposal B to
create the MNRTF.
Purpose: The MNRTF objective 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 natural resources.
Eligible Activities: Priority project Types defined by the MNRTF board are trails/greenways, wildlife/ecological corridors and winter deeryard acquisitions, and projects located within urban areas. Activities for land acquisition include: land or specific rights in land (development or easements) For public outdoor recreation uses or protection of the land for its environmental importance or scenic beauty. Activities
for recreation facility development Include: fishing and hunting facilities, boating access, beaches, picnic
areas, campgrounds, winter sports areas, playgrounds, ball fields, tennis courts, and trails. Note: All new
construction and renovation must comply with all federal and state requirements regarding accessibility
for people with disabilities.
Eligible Recipients: The state and counties, cities, townships, villages, school districts, the Huron-Clinton Metropolitan Authority, or any authority composed of counties, cities, townships, villages or school
districts, or any combination thereof, which authority is legally constituted to provide public recreation. Local units of government must have a DNR-approved 5-year recreation plan on file with the Department
prior to application.
Match: Local units of government must provide at least 25 % of the projects total cost as local match.
Funding: Applications are evaluated using criteria established by the MNRTF Board of Trustees. Recommendations are made by the MNRTF Board of Trustees to the Governor, which are forwarded to the
Michigan legislature for final approval and appropriation. Development project minimums and maximums
are $15 to $300 thousand dollars. No minimum/maximum limits exist on land acquisition grants. Governor Snyder signed a bill on March 28, 2013, approving $23.5 million in MNRTF grant appropriations funding 76 recreation development projects and land acquisitions for 2012 grant submissions. Out of this, Ottawa County received $94 thousand for Land Development and $581 thousand for Land Acquisition.
Project Selection/Application: Local community recreation plans must be submitted to the DNR by the
application due date. Applications must be postmarked by the U.S. Postal Service no later than April 1st.
Grant awards are dependent on the appropriations process, but project agreements are normally distributed within 12 to 18 months after the application submission. The application process includes:
1. Submittal of a community recreation plan
2. Submittal of grant application
3. Evaluation by DNR staff
4. Recommendation of funding by the MNRTF board
5. Appropriation of project funds by the Legislature

Adopted: Date

Page 154

Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study Draft 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan
Non-motorized Element

4/5/2016

Other Miscellaneous Funding Sources
Millage
A millage is a tax on property owners based on the value of their home. Millages are use-specific and approved by a vote of the residents. Millages can be utilized to hire staff, engineers, and construction firms,
provide maintenance to facilities, or form the basis of a bond issue to provide capital for the construction
of Non-motorized facilities. For example, in November 2006, Ada Township residents approved a dedicated millage for a period of 15 years to be used exclusively for expansion, operation, and maintenance
of the township’s Non-motorized trail system.

Special Assessment
A special assessment is a special kind of tax on a subset of a community. Special assessments are
placed on those adjacent land owners who will receive the greatest benefit from a project to be funded
using a special assessment. Special assessments are a common way cities fund sidewalk construction
and improvements.

General Funds
A community’s or road agency’s general fund dollars have no restrictions placed on them preventing them
from being used for Non-motorized improvements. Indeed, general funds are among the most unrestricted funds at a community’s discretion. The improvements do, however, need to be approved by a
community’s governing body such as a board of commissioners or city council. Locally, many municipalities have made exceptional use of general funds to leverage Transportation Enhancement grants for
shared-use path development. Additionally, communities may repay bonds with general funds or with a
dedicated millage.

Private Sources
Thanks to the generosity of private donors in West Michigan several of the largest and most successful
trail projects have been funded in large part by grants from private benefactors, notable Frederik Meijer.
Additionally, some communities hold fund drives to raise private funds or other grants of labor and materials in small increments from the community.

Foundations
Community and private foundations may also provide an important funding source for Non-motorized
transportation development. For example, MDOT Transportation Enhancement grants will pay for the
construction of shared-use path but not for any feasibility studies or engineering work. Foundations can
play an important part in filling the gaps left by other funds. Other facility amenities such as picnic
grounds or boardwalks may also be paid in part with grants from foundations.

Study Recommendations
The project list provides a framework for moving forward with improvements that are recommended and
endorsed by the local municipalities. With this information and an understanding of the funding sources
available, the next task is finding a variety of strategies to implement the plan. While the focus is transportation planning, some land use planning tools can be useful for finding solutions to the ever-tightening
rights-of-way and the spectrum of demands on our transportation system.
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Local Plan Coordination
KATS staff does its best to coordinate projects that meet the needs of local communities with the hopes
that the projects selected will have a regional impact. With this in mind though, the best route to take for
a member of the public to see what their community has specifically planned for pedestrian or Non-motorized facility construction is to view their local jurisdiction’s plan. It is imperative that locally defined projects be coordinated with federal aid road construction when possible to save on construction costs.
Listed below are the a few bike or recreation plans that exist throughout the metropolitan planning area.
The plans identified below are great examples of Jurisdictions working locally to fill missing gaps for bicyclist and pedestrians, and enhance recreational opportunities in their communities. The list below is not a
comprehensive list for the MPO area.
2014 Kalamazoo Township Non-motorized Master Plan
2009 City of Kalamazoo Non-motorized Plan
2012 Oshtemo Township Non-motorized-Plan
2014 Texas Township Existing and Proposed Non-motorized Routes
2014 City of Portage (as part of the Comprehensive Plan, page 23)
Copies of the plans are available on KATS website under the local documents webpage at
www.KATSmpo.org.

Plan Conclusion
The Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study will continue to encourage pedestrian and bicycle travel as an
alternative mode of transportation. We will also seek to leverage federal dollars from the available funding sources and implement proposed projects presented in this plan necessary to fill gaps in the Non-motorized network. Future products and activities could include the following:

Future Products




Update the map and the underlying inventory of bicycle and pedestrian facilities on a regular basis.
Maintain a bicycle and pedestrian planning page within the KATS website with news, maps,
events, and information with regional significance.
Update proposed project listings as needed.

Future Activities







KATS will facilitate and participate in regional forums, ad hoc committees, or workgroups as issues pertaining to pedestrian and bicycle transportation arise.
As necessary, KATS will participate in regional efforts that aid in implementing the specific projects and policies of the Non-motorized Transportation Plan element of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan.
Continue to refine and evaluate the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) funding process
as it pertains to pedestrian and bicycle projects.
Participate in multi-community pedestrian, bicycle, and transit connectivity efforts and activities.
Continue to assist jurisdictions in cooperative Non-motorized transportation planning efforts, especially with regard to closing gaps in the current system.
Continue to support Transportation Alternatives grant applications by Act 51 agencies in the
KATS area.

Walking and bicycling are important elements of an integrated, intermodal transportation system. Constructing sidewalks, striping bike lanes, building shared-use paths and sidepaths, installing bicycle parking at transit stops, educating children to ride and walk safely, and installing curb cuts and ramps for
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wheelchairs, all contribute to our national transportation goals of safety, mobility, economic growth, enhancement of communities and the natural environment.
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Appendices
Appendix A – Non-motorized Access and Transit
Many strategies need to be considered when integrating pedestrian and bicycle transportation with transit
service. Bicycle racks on buses, bicycle parking and storage at transit facilities, pedestrian and bicycle
facilities connecting origins with transit stops are all effective measures for promoting transit-Non-motorized connections. Pedestrians, particularly pedestrians with disabilities who rely on transit for their mobility
needs, often require smooth continuous surfaces to reach transit stops and ultimately their destinations.
Sidewalks and other pedestrian facilities are therefore a critical component of our transportation system,
enabling the use of transit service especially for disabled people.
The map that follows depicts Kalamazoo Metro Transit’s current bus routes along with existing and proposed Non-motorized facilities in our region. As communities assembled Non-motorized transportation
projects for this document, one of the evaluation criteria was whether the proposed facility made connections to other modes of transportation, particularly transit.
Commonalities between the proposed bicycle and pedestrian projects and existing bus routes indicate
multiple opportunities for connections between the two modes that would ultimately complement each
other and increase accessibility and mobility for area residents.
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Appendix B – Safety
User safety is one of the principal goals of transportation planning. To address the concern for bicycle
and pedestrian incidents with automobiles within our MPO boundaries, data was analyzed from the Michigan State Police Office of Highway Safety Planning (OHSP). Pedestrian and bicycle incident and fatality
data from 2008 to 2014 was collected and mapped. This map also shows ¼ mile shaded areas around
each school within the MPO area and those incidents falling inside those boundaries.
In review of the Non-motorized Crash Data map, it is evident pedestrian and bicycle incidents occur
throughout the MPO area. Many of these incidents occur in areas lacking facilities. Statistics indicate people will bicycle or walk, as they deem necessary, regardless of whether the proper facilities are in place to
accommodate them. Indeed, of the pedestrians killed in the State of Michigan in 2012, 23 percent were
killed while crossing streets other than at intersections, or not in crosswalks. Additionally, many incidents
occur where streets have been engineered to increase vehicular capacity. With increased capacity for automobiles comes a lower level of service for other modes of travel. Put simply, each additional turn lane or
through lane makes crossing a given intersection by foot or bicycle more difficult. Thus, design tradeoffs
between modes are especially important to consider at intersections.
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Appendix C – Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and Non-motorized Transportation
The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) is
a landmark law recognizing and protecting the civil
For more information about ADA guidelines
rights of people with disabilities. Title I of the ADA
visit: www.michigan.gov/disabilityresources or
prohibits discrimination in employment on the basis
www.ada.gov
of disability. Title III of the ADA prohibits discrimination on the basis of disability in the provision of goods, services, facilities, and accommodations by private
entities that provide public accommodations or operate commercial facilities. But it is Title II of the ADA
which prohibits discrimination on the basis of disability in the provision of services, programs, and activities by state and local governments, which is most relevant with regard to Non-motorized transportation
planning. As public entities covered under Title II of the ADA, transportation agencies are required and
have a major responsibility to implement accessibility in their facilities and programs.
Under the ADA, services and facilities must be accessible to be nondiscriminatory, and the requirements
for new construction and alterations are much more stringent than those for existing facilities. Sidewalks
and trails, whether new or existing, are subject to the requirements of the ADA.
Within many state and local governments, it is difficult for pedestrian projects to compete with the priorities that have been placed on automobile travel. For example our MPO, like many others, does not systematically require or fund sidewalk installations on new federal-aid roadway projects. However, our MPO
process does ensure that if during road reconstruction a sidewalk is removed, federal dollars may be
used to replace that sidewalk. Unfortunately, without local policies at either the MPO or city level that encourage sidewalk construction, it will be difficult to develop an adequate sidewalk network.
Since Title II Implementing Regulations for the ADA requires all newly constructed and altered facilities
(including sidewalks) to be readily accessible to people with disabilities, transportation agencies are responsible for developing a transition plan for existing deficient sidewalk networks. A plan for bringing intersections and other pedestrian facilities into compliance may be integrated into the transportation element of a city’s capital improvement program or master plan. Another method for local government to
meet ADA requirements for pedestrian access includes enforcing accessible sidewalk design guidelines
during the design and site-plan review stages of new developments.
In addition to improving existing facilities and ensuring new facilities meet local standards for sidewalk design, maintenance of sidewalk facilities is also important. While some local governments take responsibility for sidewalk maintenance, others hold property owners accountable. To ensure conformity with ADA
requirements, it is recommended that sidewalk maintenance be the responsibility of the local government
and be held to similar maintenance schedules as roads.
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Appendix D – Title 23 United States Code
Title 23 United States Code
§217. Bicycle transportation and pedestrian walkways
a. Use Of STP And Congestion Mitigation Program Funds. Subject to project approval by the
Secretary, a State may obligate funds apportioned to it under sections 104(b)(2) and 104(b)(3) of
this title for construction of pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities and for carrying out non-construction projects related to safe bicycle use.
b. Use Of National Highway Performance Program Funds. Subject to project approval by the
Secretary, a State may obligate funds apportioned to it under section 104(b)(1) of this title for
construction of pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities on land adjacent to any
highway on the National Highway System.
c. Use Of Federal Lands Highway Funds. Funds authorized for forest highways, forest development roads and trails, public lands development roads and trails, park roads, parkways, Indian
reservation roads, and public lands highways shall be available, at the discretion of the department charged with the administration of such funds, for the construction of pedestrian walkways
and bicycle transportation facilities.
d. State Bicycle And Pedestrian Coordinators. Each State receiving an apportionment under sections 104(b)(2) and 104(b)(3) of this title shall use such amount of the apportionment as may be
necessary to fund in the State department of transportation a position of bicycle and pedestrian
coordinator for promoting and facilitating the increased use of Non-motorized modes of transportation, including developing facilities for the use of pedestrians and bicyclists and public education, promotional, and safety programs for using such facilities.
e. Bridges. In any case where a highway bridge deck being replaced or rehabilitated with Federal
financial participation is located on a highway on which bicycles are permitted to operate at each
end of such bridge, and the Secretary determines that the safe accommodation of bicycles can
be provided at reasonable cost as part of such replacement or rehabilitation, then such bridge
shall be so replaced or rehabilitated as to provide such safe accommodations.
f. Federal Share. For all purposes of this title, construction of a pedestrian walkway and a bicycle
transportation facility shall be deemed to be a highway project and the Federal share payable on
account of such construction shall be determined in accordance with section 120(b).
g. Planning and Design.
a. In General. Bicyclists and pedestrians shall be given due consideration in the comprehensive transportation plans developed by each metropolitan planning organization and
State in accordance with sections 134 and 135, respectively. Bicycle transportation facilities and pedestrian walkways shall be considered, where appropriate, in conjunction with
all new construction and reconstruction of transportation facilities, except where bicycle
and pedestrian use are not permitted.
b. Safety considerations. Transportation plans and projects shall provide due consideration for safety and contiguous routes for bicyclists and pedestrians. Safety considerations
shall include the installation, where appropriate, and maintenance of audible traffic signals and audible signs at street crossings.
h. Use Of Motorized Vehicles. Motorized vehicles may not be permitted on trails and pedestrian
walkways under this section, except for:
a. maintenance purposes;
b. when snow conditions and State or local regulations permit, snowmobiles;
c. motorized wheelchairs;
d. when State or local regulations permit, electric bicycles; and
e. such other circumstances as the Secretary deems appropriate. [See the Framework for
Considering Motorized Use on Non-motorized Trails and Pedestrian Walkways]
Transportation Purpose. No bicycle project may be carried out under this section unless the Secretary
has determined that such bicycle project will be principally for transportation, rather than recreation, purposes.
Adopted: Date
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Definitions. In this section, the following definitions apply:
Bicycle transportation facility. The term ‘bicycle transportation facility’ means a new or improved lane,
path, or shoulder for use by bicyclists and a traffic control device, shelter, or parking facility for bicycles.
Electric bicycle. The term ‘electric bicycle’ means any bicycle or tricycle with a low-powered electric motor weighing under 100 pounds, with a top motor-powered speed not in excess of 20 miles per hour.
Pedestrian. The term ‘pedestrian’ means any person traveling by foot and any mobility impaired person
using a wheelchair.
Wheelchair. The term ‘wheelchair’ means a mobility aid, usable indoors, and designed for and used by
individuals with mobility impairments, whether operated manually or motorized.
See also: Bicycle and Pedestrian Legislation in Title 23 United States Code (U.S.C.).

Adopted: Date
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The following definitions and terminology are taken from official guidance documents, such as the 2012 American Association of State and
Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities; the 2009 AASHTO Guide for the Planning, Design,
and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; the National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) Urban Bicycle Design Guide; and the
U.S. Access Board Publication-Accessible Public Rights-of-Way Planning and Design for Alterations.
Inclusion of these terms in this document does not constitute an endorsement of the designs, facilities or treatments.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Terminology
General Bicycle or Pedestrian Related Terms
Activity Center................................................................. 2
Barriers to Travel.............................................................. 2
Bicycle............................................................................. 2
Bicycle Facilities.............................................................. 3
Bicycle-Friendly............................................................... 4
Bicycle Network.............................................................. 4
Bike Path......................................................................... 4
Bikeway........................................................................... 5
Chicane........................................................................... 5
Complete Streets............................................................. 6
Crash or Collision............................................................ 6
Grade-Separated Crossing............................................. 8
Highway........................................................................... 8
Independent Right of Way............................................... 8
Pathway........................................................................... 9
Pavement Markings......................................................... 9
Right of Way.................................................................. 10
Right of Way (Assignment)............................................ 10
Roadway........................................................................ 10
Roundabout................................................................... 11
Sight Distance............................................................... 13
Trail................................................................................ 13
Traveled Way................................................................. 14

Bicycle Related Facilities / Terms (Off-Roads)
Bollards........................................................................... 5
Rail Trail........................................................................... 9
Rail-with-Trail................................................................. 10
Shared-Use Pathway..................................................... 12
Sidepath........................................................................ 13
Unpaved or Unimproved Path....................................... 14

Bicycle Related Facilities / Terms (On-Roads)
Bicycle Boulevard............................................................ 3
Bicycle (Bike) Box............................................................ 3
Bicycle Corral.................................................................. 3
Bicycle Lane or Bike Lane............................................... 4
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Buffered Bike Lane.......................................................... 5
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Shared Roadway........................................................... 12
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Shoulder Bicycle Lane................................................... 12
U.S. Bicycle Route........................................................ 14

Pedestrian Specific Facility / Terms
Accessible Pedestrian Signal (APS)................................ 2
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)............................. 2
Crosswalk........................................................................ 6
Curb Extension................................................................ 7
Curb Ramp...................................................................... 7
Detectable Warning......................................................... 7
Median Island.................................................................. 8
Pedestrian....................................................................... 9
Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB).................................... 9
Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB)................ 10
Sidewalk........................................................................ 13
Sidepath........................................................................ 13
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Terminology
Activity Center
A public or private facility that acts as a trip generator.

Accessible Pedestrian Signal (APS)
Devices that communicate information about the WALK and DON’T
WALK intervals at signalized intersections in non-visual formats to
pedestrians who are blind or have low vision.

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
Requirements for ensuring equal opportunity for persons with disabilities in employment, state and local government services,
public accommodations, commercial facilities, transportation, and accessibility.

Barriers to Travel
Barriers usually refer to natural (hills, lakes, rivers) or man-made
(freeways, bridges without sidewalks, neighborhood traffic control
devices) obstacles to through-traffic or access.

Bicycle
A pedal-powered vehicle upon which the human operator sits. The term “bicycle” can include two- or three-wheeled humanpowered vehicles. The Michigan Vehicle Code defines a bicycle as: “a device propelled by human power upon which a person
may ride, having either 2 or 3 wheels in a tandem or tricycle arrangement, all of which are over 14 inches in diameter.” MCL257.4

2
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Terminology
Bicycle Boulevard
A segment of street, or series of contiguous street segments, that has
been modified to accommodate through-bicycle traffic and minimize
through-motor traffic. Another common term for a bicycle boulevard is a
Neighborhood Greenway.

Bicycle (Bike) Box
A designated area on the approach to a signalized intersection, between
a recessed motorist stop line and the crosswalk or intersection, intended
to provide bicyclists a visible place to wait in front of stopped motorists
during the red signal phase for the purpose of providing a head start at
the onset of the green phase. The Bike Box is currently not a Michigan
Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MMUTCD) – approved device
and permission from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to
experiment is required before installing

Bicycle Corral
An method of providing short-term bicycle parking by installing bicycle
racks in the traditional auto on-street parking space, along the curb.
(Source Association for Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals – Bike
Parking Guidelines 2010).

Bicycle Facilities
A general term denoting provisions to accommodate or encourage
bicycling, including parking and storage facilities.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Terminology
Bicycle-Friendly
A roadway not designated by directional and informational markers,
striping, signing or pavement markings for the preferential or exclusive use
of bicyclists, but containing appropriate bicycle-friendly design standards,
such as wide curb lanes and bicycle-safe drain grates.

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

Bicycle Network
A system of bikeways (see bikeway definition) designated by the jurisdiction
having authority, either with a unique route designation or with Bike Route
signs, along which bicycle guide signs may provide directional and distance
information. Signs that provide directional, distance, and destination
information for bicyclists do not necessarily establish a bike network.

Bike Path
A segment of road designated by a jurisdiction having authority with appropriate directional and informational markers but
without striping, signing and pavement markings for the preferential or exclusive use of bicyclists.

4
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Terminology
Bike Route
A segment of road designated by a jurisdiction having authority with
appropriate directional and informational markers but without striping,
signing and pavement markings for the preferential or exclusive use
of bicyclists.

Bikeway
A generic term for any road, street, path, or way in which some manner is specifically designated for bicycle travel, regardless of
whether such facilities are designated for the exclusive use of bicycles or are to be shared with other transportation modes.

Bollards
Wood or metal posts put in the middle of pedestrian/bike paths to restrict
access of motor vehicles.

Buffered Bike Lane
A bicycle lane accompanied by a designated buffer space, separating
the bicycle lane from the adjacent travel lane.

Chicane
Fixed objects projecting into the travel lane, such as curbing or fencing,
requiring the user to weave a tight course between them, resulting in
traffic calming.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Terminology
Complete Streets
As defined by Michigan law, roadways planned, designed, and constructed to provide appropriate access to all legal users in a
manner that promotes safe and efficient movement of people and goods whether by car, truck, transit, assistive device, foot, or
bicycle. MCL 247.660p

Contra-flow Bicycle Lane
A bicycle lane that allows bicyclists to travel the opposite direction of
motor vehicle traffic on a one-way street.

Crash or Collision
A crash or collision reflect a mistake or combination of mistakes and are not “accidents.” In terms of the bicyclist, collisions may
involve the ground, a fixed object (e.g., a tree or bollard), a pedestrian, another cyclist, a parked or moving motor vehicle or an
animal. They usually involve a mistake(s) on the part of users.

Crosswalk
That part of a roadway at an intersection that is included within the
extensions of the lateral lines of the sidewalks on opposite sides of the
roadway, measured from the curb line, or in the absence of curbs from the
edges of the roadway. Also, any portion of a roadway at an intersection
or elsewhere that is distinctly indicated for pedestrian crossing by lines or
other markings on the surface.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Terminology
Curb Extension
A section of sidewalk or a landscaped area extending into the roadway at
an intersection or mid-block crossing that reduces the crossing distance
for pedestrians and may help reduce traffic speeds.

Curb Ramp
A combined ramp and landing to accomplish a change in level at a curb.
This element provides street and sidewalk access to pedestrians using
wheelchairs, strollers or other devices with wheels.

Cycle Track
A bicycle facility separated from motor vehicle travel lanes, as well as
sidewalks and pedestrians, by a physical barrier, such as on-street
parking, a curb, or is grade-separated.

Detectable Warning
Standardized surface feature built in, or applied to, walking surfaces or
other elements to warn pedestrians with vision impairments of hazards
on a sidewalk and or loading platform, such as the curb line or drop-off.
Detectable warnings are also called truncated domes.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Terminology
Edge Line Markings
White or yellow pavement marking lines that delineate the right or left edge(s) of a traveled way. Also commonly called a fog line.

Grade-Separated Crossing
A facility, such as an overpass, underpass, skywalk, or tunnel, that allows
pedestrians and motor vehicles to cross each other at different levels.

Highway
A general term denoting a public way for purposes of vehicular travel, including the entire area within the right of way.

Independent Right of Way
A general term denoting right of way outside the boundaries of a
conventional highway.

Median Island
An island in the center of a road that physically separates the directional
flow of traffic that provides pedestrians with a place of refuge, reducing
the crossing distance between safety points.

8

Page 175

Bicycle and Pedestrian Terminology
Pathway
A non-descriptive general term referring to a bicycle only facility but with no standardized definition. Use of the term should
generally be avoided as it may refer to a range of facilities.

Pavement Markings
Painted or applied line(s) or legend placed on any travel surface for
regulating, guiding or warning traffic.

Pedestrian
A person on foot or in a wheelchair.

Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB)
The pedestrian hybrid beacon (also known as the High-intensity Activated
crossWALK, or HAWK) is a pedestrian-activated device used to warn and
control traffic at a non-signalized location to assist pedestrians in crossing
at a marked crosswalk. The beacon head consists of two red lenses
above a single yellow lens. The beacon head is “dark” until the pedestrian
desires to cross the street and the device is activated.

Rail Trail
A shared-use path, either paved or unpaved, built within the right
of way of a former railroad.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Terminology
Rail-with-Trail
A shared-use path, either paved or unpaved, built within the right of way
of an active railroad.

Right of Way
A general term denoting land, property or interest therein, usually in a
strip, acquired for or devoted to transportation purposes.

Right of Way (Assignment)
The right of a driver, bicyclist or pedestrian to proceed in a lawful manner
in preference to another driver, bicyclist or pedestrian.

Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB)
A user-actuated amber LED beacon that supplement warning signs at
non-signalized intersections or mid-block crosswalks. They are activated
by pedestrians manually by a push button or passively by a pedestrian
detection system. RRFBs use an irregular flash pattern that is similar to
emergency flashers on police vehicles.

Roadway

10

The Michigan Vehicle Code defines a roadway as: “that portion of a highway improved, designed, or ordinarily used for vehicular
travel. In the event a highway includes 2 or more separate roadways, the term ‘roadway,’ as used herein, shall refer to any such
roadway separately, but not to all such roadways collectively.” MCL 257.55
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Terminology
Roundabout

Source: MLIVE; Press Photo/Hollyn

Circular intersections which direct traffic counter-clockwise around a
center island. Roundabouts offer a solution to the traditional intersection
problems of delays, capacity and safety. Since everyone is traveling in the
same direction and at lower speed, crashes are reduced. Left-turn, rightangle and head-on crashes are virtually eliminated. Roundabouts make
efficient use of space and increase the capacity of an intersection. They
also reduce delay, emissions and fuel consumption.

Rumble Strips
A textured or grooved pavement treatment designed to create noise
and vibration to alert motorists of a need to change their path or speed.
Longitudinal rumble strips are sometimes used on or along shoulders or
center lines of highways to alert motorists who stray from the appropriate
traveled way. Transverse rumble strips are placed on the roadway surface
in the travel lane, perpendicular to the direction of travel.

Shared Lane
A lane of a traveled way open to both bicycle and motor vehicle travel.

Narrow Lane
A travel lane less than 14-feet-wide, which therefore does not allow bicyclists and motorists to travel side-by-side within
the same traffic lane and maintain a safe separation distance.

Wide Curb Lane
A travel lane at least 14-feet-wide, adjacent to a curb, which allows bicyclists and motorists to travel side-by-side within the
same traffic lane.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Terminology
Shared Lane Marking (SLM or “Sharrow”)
A pavement marking symbol that assists bicyclists with lateral positioning
in lanes too narrow for a motor vehicle and a bicycle to travel side-by-side
within the same traffic lane.

Shared Roadway
A roadway open to both bicycle and motor vehicle travel.

Shared-Use Pathway
A bikeway physically separated from motor vehicle traffic by an open
space or barrier, either within the highway right of way or an independent
right of way. Shared-use paths also may be used by pedestrians, skaters,
wheelchair users, joggers, and other nonmotorized users. Most shareduse paths are designed for two-way travel. Its minimum width is 10 feet.
It is separated from vehicular traffic either by a barrier or a minimum
lateral separation of 5 feet.

Shoulder
The portion of the roadway contiguous with the traveled way that
accommodates stopped vehicles, emergency use, and lateral support of
sub-base, base, and surface courses. Shoulders, where paved, are often
used by bicyclists.

Shoulder Bicycle Lane

12

The portion of the roadway contiguous with the traveled way that is wide
enough or has potential to accommodate stopped vehicles, emergency
use, and lateral support of sub-base, base, and surface courses but is
marked as a bicycle lane and meets relevant design criteria for bicycle
lanes and paved shoulders.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Terminology
Sidewalk
That portion of a street or highway right of way, beyond the curb or edge
of roadway pavement, which is intended for use by pedestrians.

Sidepath
A shared-use path located immediately adjacent and parallel
to a roadway.

Sight Distance
A measurement of the user’s visibility, unobstructed by objects, along the normal travel path to the furthest point of
the roadway surface.

Trail
Non-descriptive general term referring to off-roadway facilities but with no
standardized definition. Use of the term trail should generally be avoided
as it may refer to a range of facilities, including a coarse, unpaved hiking/
biking route or a paved urbanized facility.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Terminology
Traveled Way
The portion of the roadway intended for the movement of vehicles,
exclusive of shoulders and any bike lane immediately inside of the
shoulder.

Truncated Domes
See Detectable Warning.

Unpaved or Unimproved Path
Path not surfaced with a hard, durable surface, such as asphalt
or concrete.

U.S. Bicycle Route
An interconnected network of roads and/or paved shared-use pathways
that are officially designated by the American Association of State and
Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO) and connect one state with
another, a state with an international boarder or two U.S. Bicycle Routes.
In Michigan, U.S. Bicycle Routes are intended for long-distance touring
bicyclists who are comfortable riding with traffic. U.S. Bicycle Routes are
mapped and may or may not be signed.
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For More Information
Josh DeBruyn, AICP
Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator
Bureau of Transportation Planning
Michigan Department of Transportation
425 W. Ottawa Street
P.O. Box 30050
Lansing, MI 48909
517-335-2918
www.michigan.gov/mdot-biking
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Appendix F: Community Route Development
Bike Friendly Kalamazoo’s
Commuter Bike Route Development Process
Draft Version: December 6, 2015
Submitted to the Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study
Paul Selden
Introduction
The Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study (KATS) released its draft Non-Motorized Element
component of its 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan on October 29, 2015.
This document outlines the systematic, community-oriented process by which the Proposed
Commuter Bike Routes within the Non-Motorized Element were developed.
This is an outline; there may be gaps or questions about the process that occur to the reader.
Further details are available upon request.
The community owes a great deal of thanks to the individuals who contributed to this effort,
whose work is gratefully acknowledged.
Process Overview
The commuter bike routes were developed in an effort beginning in 2012. The process followed
a systematic, iterative approach balancing a combination of elements, including:
- Google bike route mapping
- input from Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study (KATS) policy and technical
committee members, KATS staff, and planners from many of the jurisdictions involved
- recognized state and national experts
- local bicyclist and citizen knowledge
- community stakeholders
- technical standards and guidelines
- printed maps
- local non-motorized plans
- other documented resources.
Published resources consulted are listed on Bike Friendly Kalamazoo’s “Resources” tab (such as
the technical standards).
At each step, from the very first use of Google Maps’ bike route suggestions to the release to
KATS of the refined bike routes in so-called .kml file format, Bike Friendly Kalamazoo (BFK)
participants/volunteers took into account the factors alluded to above in forming their judgements
as they became known and available.
A list of names of those who participated in the most relevant bike route related meetings
convened by Bike Friendly Kalamazoo between 2012-2015 are presented in Exhibit A.
The section entitled “Special Acknowledgements” lists names of additional contributors.
In total, some 400 versions/alternative bike routes were generated, reviewed and refined into a set
of about 90 proposed commuter bike routes submitted to KATS.
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Key steps in the route design process are summarized in this section. The specific individual
steps and meetings held to conduct this process have been documented in more detail than
practical to present here in their entirety, in the form of minutes. Two additional documents are
reprinted here as Exhibits B and C (as published on www.bikefriendlykalamazoo) to help the
reader understand the systematic nature of the process.
1.
In February 2012, members of the Kalamazoo Bicycle Club (KBC), friends of the Open
Roads Project, TriKats, and patrons of local bicycle shops were asked to submit descriptions of
routes they used for bicycle commuting to KBC’s Director of Road Safety; these routes were
relayed to Steve Stepek of KATS. Routes were submitted by Daryl Hutson, Marc A. Irwin, Paul
Selden, Chad Goodwill, Dale Krueger, Joan Orman, Neil Juhl, Paul Wells, Steve Johnson, Jeff
Pregenzer, Christopher Gottwald, Karl Freye, Jon Ballema, John Byrnes, and Chris Dilley. This
effort provided experience and data from which emerged ideas for further refining the route
development process. During this period, Tom Swiatt provided key guidance by telephone.

2.

In November 2012, participants in a public meeting which kicked off the bike route

planning effort facilitated by BFK developed a set of written guidelines for the bike route
planning volunteers (see Exhibit B). Chris Barnes, Joanna Johnson, Fred Nagler, Steve Stepek
and Paul Selden participated in the development/review of these guidelines.
3.
Participants in Bike Friendly Kalamazoo volunteered to map commuter, recreational,
fitness and shopping oriented bike routes, following the guidelines mentioned in Step 2. These
routes are posted under two of the links on BFK’s “Where to Ride” tab at
http://bikefriendlykalamazoo.org/trails-routes/ .
Following a round of discuss and review, feedback from a number of transportation planners and
engineers made it clear that focusing on commuter related routes was most appropriate from the
point of view of being able to approve posting of bike route signs, linking destinations that were
relatively permanent features of the community within the KATS metropolitan planning
organization (MPO). The rationale is easy to understand. The changeable and somewhat
idiosyncratic nature of recreational and fitness routes makes them potentially unmanageably large
in number and incompatible with the relatively permanent nature of signing. By the same token,
the sheer number of shopping centers and neighborhoods within the KATS MPO, and the
immense number of permutations/combinations of potential bike routes required to link them all,
ruled out a focus on a shopping oriented bike route development, at least at the level of the KATS
MPO. Further efforts were focused on commuter bike route mapping.
4.
Since to our knowledge the attempt to establish such a comprehensive commuter bike
route network was the first of its type within the KATS MPO, the effort limited itself to
connecting permanent jurisdictions with easy to identify to/from “centers,” or points of
connection, where such those “nodes” were spaced far enough apart to warrant independent
to/from routes.
The resultanting routes are comprehensive, but can be added to or modified as time goes on, as
needed (for instance, if the KATS MPO boundaries are changed). The resulting routes have
major additional benefits. They play a role as trunk lines which can be linked to via spurs as
needed. Since the destinations chosen offer a tremendous concentration of places to shop as well
as to work, the commuter routes could easily play a major role as shopping routes. The benefits
of bicycling to commute and shop in turn offer many collateral benefits too numerous to list here
(e.g., related to personal fitness, energy independence and savings, reduction of pollution,
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personal enjoyment/recreation, etc.). In other words, the commuter bike routes offer great
flexibility and will undoubtedly serve the community in many ways beyond their nominal
designation as “commuter bike routes.”
5.
Volunteers used Google Maps to automatically generate bike route alternatives among all
combinations of the nodes. Google typically suggested from one to three route alternatives.
These were converted into more stable maps using the public, free internet application called
Ride With GPS (see www.ridewithgps.com) to facilitate open review, comment and adjustment.
All of the initial automatically generated routes were reviewed and refined one or more times by
one or more individuals with credible local knowledge of conditions and preferences. Many of
these participants attended MDOT’s “Training Wheels” seminar on how to develop bicycling
facilities. During the review process it became clear that many of the Google-generated bike
routes used seasonal trails with restricted hours of operation and/or were not open year round,
footpaths, non-public roads, and gravel/dirt roads. Volunteers adjusted such routes to make use
of on-road facilities.
As a reminder, a link to the close to 400 draft commuter route alternatives can be found on Bike
Friendly Kalamazoo’s “Where to Ride” tab, together with comments on how to interpret the
naming/coding conventions used in the route titles.
6.
During the final rounds of review the finer points of routing were conducted in close
consultation with the individuals most familiar with the routes in question. More one on one
discussion took place with representatives of jurisdictions, who were consulted at various points
in the process via phone and email; fewer large meetings were necessary.
The main questions answered during these dialogs concerned where to locate their jurisdiction’s
to/from nodes (for purposes of connecting with neighboring jurisdictions), and, where to locate
the most preferred inter-jurisdictional border crossings (to facilitate connectivity with their
neighbors). Among others, the primary individuals consulted during such off-line dialogs
included: Chris Barnes, Libby Heiny-Cogswell, Linda Kerr, Rebekah Kik, Marc Elliott, Karen
High, Lawrence Hummel, Greg Milliken, Ann Nieuwenhuis, Ron Reid, Greg Rosine, Ken
Schippers and Jeff Sorensen. Communication about these preferences was also extended to
Russell Wickland, (Planning Consultant, The Preim Group, working on behalf of Texas
Township). Darrell Harden also provided input regarding Michigan Department of
Transportation plans.
7.
To simplify the network, BFK eliminated routes that passed relatively close to an
intervening destination. For example, since a bike route from Kalamazoo to Schoolcraft would
pass through the preferred nodes within the intervening jurisdiction of the City of Portage, the
routes Kalamazoo-Portage, and Portage-Schoolcraft were submitted to KATS (instead those
individual routes, together with a Kalamazoo-Schoolcraft route). Only a single “tier one” route
between such destinations was mapped in the draft 2045 Plan. Interested parties may review
alternative routes via the links previously listed.
Remaining sections in this document cover some of the overarching considerations that were
applied throughout the process.
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Factors Considered
Bike routes chosen for submission to KATS represent a balanced judgement, balancing a large
number of considerations at various stages of the process.
The following list offers a more concrete idea as to the considerations involved. These factors
combined with an overall engineering concern for safety. Considerations included, but were not
limited to factors such as:
Location and number of available roads
Posted speed limits
Traffic density
Route length
Location of currently posted bike lanes and bike routes
Cumulative changes in elevation (e.g., number and gradient of hills and valleys)
Shoulder type (presence/absence, width)
Sight distances (number of and type of turns/curves)
Number of turns required en route (e.g., complexity of wayfinding, rider confusion)
Road and shoulder (e.g., so-called PASER rating, tendency of shoulders to accumulate debris)
Illumination (e.g., presence of deep shadows, road lights)
Road composition (dirt/gravel vs. paved)
Local and Act 51 agency non-motorized plans
Opinions and preference of local planners/engineers
Bicyclist preference (experienced commuters plus on-line maps of bicyclist use on Strava.com)
Preference of computerized mapping engines/apps (e.g., Google, Garmin, Ride With GPS)
Location and type of bridges (which have the effect of funneling and limiting routing options)
Location of natural barriers (e.g, lakes, marshes, rivers, streams).
In practice, this meant for example, that sometimes the most direct or shortest route was not
chosen if an alternative route used roads with lower traffic densities or fewer hills, wider
shoulders, etc. Sometimes the route with a slightly lower traffic density was not as highly ranked
if it took the rider on a gravel/dirt road, through dark stretches of road with narrow or no
shoulders, etc. All in all however, most often the “tier one” route was a clear “winner.”
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List of to/from Nodes
In alphabetical order, the mapped commuter bike routes connect the following destinations within
the KATS metropolitan planning organization (MPO).
Alamo (Township)
Almena (Township; routes incorporate eastern border)
Antwerp (Township; see Villages of Lawton and Mattawan)
Augusta (Village)
Brady (Township; see Vicksburg)
Climax (Village)
Comstock (Charter Township)
Cooper (Charter Township)
Fulton (Community; mapped coincident with Wakeshma Township)
Galesburg (City)
Kalamazoo (City; mapped coincident with Kalamazoo Township)
Kalamazoo (Charter Township, see City of Kalamazoo)
Kalamazoo Valley Community College (Kalamazoo and Texas Township Campuses)
Lawton (Village; mapped coincident with Antwerp Township)
Mattawan (Village; mapped coincident with Antwerp Township)
Oshtemo (Charter Township)
Parchment (City)
Paw Paw (Village; mapped coincident with Paw Paw Township)
Portage (City)
Richland (Village)
Schoolcraft (Township; mapped coincident with Village of Schoolcraft)
Schoolcraft (Village)
Scotts (Community)
Texas (Charter Township)
Vicksburg (Village)
Wakeshma (Township, see Fulton)
Waverly (Township; not included in 10-29-15 draft of Non-Motorized Element)
Western Michigan University (Main and Engineering Campuses).
Where noted as “coincident with,” the to/from node(s) used were within the former jurisdiction,
due to the centrality of the population and business center(s) within that part of the KATS MPO.
Jurisdictional status was derived from Wikipedia.
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List of Bicycle Route Planning Meetings Conducted by Bike Friendly Kalamazoo
Compiled by Paul Selden
Submitted for use by KATS September 25, 2015
Introduction
The lists below are excerpted from minutes of meetings hosted by Bike Friendly Kalamazoo
(BFK) having as a major purpose to plan (e.g., to review guidelines) and map of bicycle routes in
the Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study Metropolitan Planning Organization. The lists are
based on a request from Steve Stepek of KATS in preparation for KATS’ 2045 Transportation
Plan.
Meetings in 2014 and 2015 that mainly consisted of presenting draft versions of bike route plans
to the public (versus actively setting up route planning guidelines/considerations and planning the
routes) are not included. Participants in email communications and off-line phone meetings for
which no minutes were distributed are not listed.
On behalf of the greater community, I thank all participants for their significant contributions.
BFK Meeting dates and Attendees:
April 12, 2012
Chris Barnes, Director, Transportation and Utilities, City of Portage
Joanna Johnson, Managing Director, Kalamazoo County Road Commission
Kyle Lewis, KRVT Program Coordinator, Kalamazoo County
Paul Selden, Director of Road Safety, Kalamazoo Bicycle Club, Member, TriKats
Steve Stepek, Senior Transportation Planner, Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study
October 25, 2012
Gregg Andres, Systems Integration Engineer, Eaton Corporation
Chris Barnes, Director, Transportation and Utilities, City of Portage
Michelle Fakler, Sales Manager, Discover Kalamazoo
Rusty Fry, Planning Commission, Ross Township
Vanessa Hardy, Comstock Township Parks Director
Rebecca Harvey, Planning Consultant, Ross Township
Libby Heiny-Cogswell, Supervisor, Oshtemo Charter Township
Karen High, Parks Administrator, Oshtemo Charter Township
Jim Hoekstra, Traffic Engineer, KCRC/City of Kalamazoo
Tom J. Hohm, Chief Engineer, KCRC
Matt Hollander, Coordinator of Sustainability Projects, WMU
Frances Jewell, Director, Parks and Recreation Dept., City of Kalamazoo
Joanna Johnson, Managing Director, Kalamazoo County Road Commission
Jim Lauderdale, Planning Commission, Ross Township
Steve Makuch, Office of Sustainability, WMU
Tom McCoy, Assistant Parks Superintendent, City of Portage
Fred Nagler, City of Kalamazoo, Assistant City Engineer
David Rachowicz, Kalamazoo County Parks Department, Director
Jason Roon, Cabbage Bros. Bicycles
Paul Selden, Director of Road Safety, Kalamazoo Bicycle Club; Member, TriKats
Timothy Stewart, Principal, Hurley & Stewart
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Bob Strader, Ride Leader, Pedalers Bicycle Group, Portage Senior Center
Thomas L. Swiat, Jr., Supervisor, Prairie Ronde Township
Chris Tracy, Honigman, et al., Co-Chair of KRVT Campaign Cabinet
Sam Urban, Membership Representative, Kalamazoo Regional Chamber of Commerce
Julie VanderWiere, Superintendent, Texas Township
Doug VanDyk, Manager, Global IT Training & Development, Stryker Corporation
David Warwick, Vice President, EnviroLogic, Lead Team Member, Kalamazoo Bike Week 2013
Paul Wells, Breakaway Bicycles and Fitness
Patrick White, Supervisor, Pavilion Township
January 17, 2013
Chris Barnes, Director, Transportation and Utilities, City of Portage
Kate Binder, Graduate Assistant, WMU Office for Sustainability
Kyle Doster, Officer, Portage Department of Public Safety
Marsha Drouin, Treasurer, Richland Township
Pamela Brown Goodacre, Trustee, Kalamazoo Township
Karen High, Parks Administrator, Oshtemo Charter Township
Jim Hoekstra, Traffic Engineer, KCRC/City of Kalamazoo
Tom J. Hohm, Chief Engineer, KCRC
Marc Irwin, Public Relations Chair, Kalamazoo Bicycle Club
Joanna I. Johnson, Managing Director, Kalamazoo County Road Commission
David Jones, District Representative, League of Michigan Bicyclists
Sean Kennedy, WMU Office for Sustainability
Kevin Martini, Office for Sustainability, WMU
Gary Miller, Chairperson, South County Intermunicipality Committee
Renee Mitchell, Education Chair, Kalamazoo Bicycle Club
Fred Nagler, City of Kalamazoo, Assistant City Engineer
Brian Petersen, Board Member, Open Roads Bike Project
Paul Selden, Kalamazoo Bicycle Club, TriKats
Alan Smaka, PE, Wightman & Associates, Inc.
Larry Stehouwer, Planning Commission, Cooper Township
Steve Stepek, Senior Transportation Planner, Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study
Doug VanDyk, Manager, Global IT Training & Development, Stryker Corporation
Paul G. Wells, Owner, Breakaway Bicycles and Fitness
Patrick White, Supervisor, Pavilion Township
October 3, 2013
Chris Barnes, Director, Transportation and Utilities, City of Portage
Laura Bell, Vice President, Bell's Brewery, Inc.
Jamie Clark, President, Central Manufacturing Services, Inc.
Jason Cole, Transportation Engineer, MDOT
Kyle Doster, Officer, Portage Department of Public Safety
Marsha C Drouin, Treasurer, Richland Township
Sean Fletcher, Director, Parks and Recreation Dept., City of Kalamazoo
Karl Freye, Assistant Director, Kalamazoo Bicycle Film Festival
Paul Guthrie, Laboratory Manager, Bronson Methodist Hospital
Darrell Harden, MDOT, Transportation Planner
Jim Hoekstra, Traffic Engineer, KCRC
Tom Hohm, Chief Engineer, KCRC
Marc Irwin, Public Relations Chair, Kalamazoo Bicycle Club
Lotta Jarnefelt, Director, Dept. of Planning and Comm. Dev., Kalamazoo Co.
David Jones, District Representative, League of Michigan Bicyclists
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James Kirklin, Mattawan Parks & Recreation
Shawn Kloha, IT Project Manager, Stryker Corp.
Tim Krone, Owner, Pedal Bicycle
Kyle Lewis, KRVT Program Coordinator, Kalamazoo County
Fred Nagler, Assistant City Engineer, City of Kalamazoo
Carl Newton, Mayor, City of Galesburg
Margaret O'Brien, State Representative, District 61
Ken Quayle, Grocery Manager, People's Food Coop.
Louie Ramos, Resident Engineer, MDOT
Ron Reid, Supervisor, Kalamazoo Township
Bill Rose, President & CEO, Kalamazoo Nature Center
Paul Selden, Director of Road Safety, Kalamazoo Bicycle Club
Jonathan R. Start, Executive Director, Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study
Tim Stewart, Principal, Hurley & Stewart
Bob Strader, Ride Leader, Portage Pedalers, Portage Senior Center
Edie Trent, Legislative Aide to State Representative Sean A. McCann
Doug VanDyk, Manager, Global IT Training & Development, Stryker Corporation
David Warwick, Chair, Kalamazoo Bike Week 2014
Paul Wells, Owner, Breakaway Bicycles & Fitness
December 5, 2013
Lee Adams, Resource Coordinator, Kalamazoo County Department of Planning and Community
Development; Administrator, Southcentral Michigan Planning Council
Kyle Doster, Officer, Portage Department of Public Safety
Paul Guthrie, Laboratory Manager, Bronson Methodist Hospital
Jeff Hamilton, Asst. Principal, Portage Public Schools
Michelle Karpinski, VP of Development, Kalamazoo Nature Center
Shawn Kloha, IT Project Manager, Stryker Corp.
Tim Krone, Owner, Pedal Bicycle
Jon Scott, Trustee, Ross Township; President, Gull Lake View Golf Club
Paul Selden, Director of Road Safety, Kalamazoo Bicycle Club; Member, TriKats
Richard Skalski, Senior Construction Engineer (former), City of Kalamazoo
Cara Smith, Bike Director, TriKats
Jodi Stefforia, Associate Planner, Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study
Doug VanDyk, Manager, Global IT Training & Development, Stryker Corporation
March 27, 2014
Osama Abudayyeh, Center Advisory Council, WMU Transportation Research Center
Chris Barnes, Director, Transportation and Utilities, City of Portage
John Byrnes, Traffic Services Director, KCRC (ret)
Dan Dombos, Senior Project Engineer, Abonmarche
Paul Guthrie, Laboratory Manager, Bronson Methodist Hospital
Jim Hoekstra, Traffic Engineer, KCRC/City of Kalamazoo
Jeanette Holm, Member, Kalamazoo Bicycle Club
Marc Irwin, Public Relations Chair, Kalamazoo Bicycle Club
Matt Johnson, City Engineer, City of Kalamazoo
Michelle Karpinski, Executive Director, Pretty Lake Camp
Shawn Kloha, IT Project Manager, Stryker Corp.
Tim Krone, Pedal Bicycle
Valerian Kwigizile, Associate Director, WMU Transportation Research Center
Jun Oh, Director, WMU Transportation Research Center
Kathy J. Schultz, Associate Planner, Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study
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Paul Selden, Director of Road Safety, Kalamazoo Bicycle Club; Member, TriKats
Doug VanDyk, Manager, Global IT Training & Development, Stryker Corporation
Lewis Whalen, Program Mgr., Disability Network SW Michigan
Geoff Wilson, Project Engineer, Kalamazoo County Road Commission
June 25, 2014*
Lee Adams, Resource Coordinator, Kalamazoo Co. Dept. of Planning and Community
Development; Administrator, Southcentral MI Planning Council
Greg Milliken, Planning Director, Oshtemo Township; Zoning Administrator and Planner,
Kalamazoo Township
Paul Selden, Director of Road Safety, KBC; Member, TriKats
Jodi Stefforia, Planner, Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study
Steve Stepek, Senior Planner, Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study
Jack Urban, Commissioner, City of Kalamazoo
Lewis Whalen, Program Mgr., Disability Network SW Michigan
*Note: Route planning work group within larger meeting.
Valerie Litznerski, a member of the Kalamazoo Bicycle Club whose name is not listed above
since she was unable to attend any of the formally scheduled meetings, contributed valuable
routing feedback by email.
It should be noted that KATS policy and technical committee members representing many
jurisdictions have also been involved in this route planning and mapping process, in informal
phone and email communications. Their names can be made available upon further research.
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Exhibit B
Preliminary Guidelines for BFK’s Route Planning Volunteers
Release Version November 11, 2012
To enable our plans to mesh most smoothly with longer term efforts and plans that might already
be underway in the community, we suggest you keep in mind the following guidelines to the
extent possible. Exceptions might be inevitable; use your best judgment, and try to provide
enough commentary on those exceptions to enable others to understand the rationale.
To save your own time, assemble as many maps and plans as you can that may already support
your efforts (such as the Southwest Michigan Road and Trail Bicycle Guide), prior to beginning.
Contact the jurisdictions whose routes you are contemplating to receive an update on plans they
may already have underway, if you do not have these already.
Routes can fall entirely within specific townships, villages, and cities. This offers each
jurisdiction a local attraction, which in turn helps link their local attractions.
Routes that link enduring points of interest within or across jurisdictions have the best chance of
receiving eventual signage within the right-of-ways and other infrastructure support.
Routes can be officially signed on the authority of a local jurisdiction, if signs are not posted
within the right-of-way (examples might include an informational kiosk on private property or in
a local park).
Consider that routes of various lengths will appeal to different types and numbers of riders.
Shorter lengths might appeal to families with children on a short outing that does not require
much preparation or fitness. Shorter loops (such as a north loop, south loop) can be combined to
form longer trails that might appeal to more adult or more athletic riders.
Consider giving routes a name that adds to their appeal and the ability to describe and to promote
their use.
To help decide where specific routes might be planned, consider the major features and
destinations within the jurisdiction: major population centers, recreational destinations and scenic
points, shopping centers, and geographic elements that lend themselves to various types of fitness
related training (e.g., hills and flats).
Give priority to using roads with low traffic volume.
Give priority to using roads with shoulders, especially four foot shoulders.
Give extra consideration to routes using bridges that offer shoulders, sidewalks, and/or lower
traffic volume.
Before sending your route out of your own subcommittee for review by others, ride the route
yourself to ensure its suitability, if you have not already done so.
All routes must be considered preliminary until vetted by a responsible body. In the case routes
being considered for posting on our www.bikefriendlykalamazoo.org web site, we will set up a
process that includes review by our route planning committee. To begin with, our own routes
must rely on existing infrastructure, and not rely on infrastructure that does not yet exist.
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Reviewers of this document include:
Paul Selden
10-26-2012
Steve Stepek, AICP
Senior Transportation Planner
Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study
11-8-2012
Document was emailed for review to:
Christopher Barnes
Joanna Johnson
Fred Nagler
No negative comments received from them as of 11-11-2012

11

Page 194

Exhibit C
BFK Bike Route Notes August 2, 2015 Paul Selden
Please read these notes below carefully. Doing so will save time and confusion down the road.
1. Routes were developed using a systematic route mapping approach (details available on
request), using a combination of Google bike route mapping, input from Kalamazoo Area
Transportation Study (KATS) policy and technical committee members, KATS staff, local
bicyclist knowledge and reference to existing non-motorized plans in an efforts that began in
2012. They are route suggestions for general informational and educational purposes by the
public. The user assumes all responsibility for their use.
2. The routes are subject to further revision without notice; the files are in draft form unless
otherwise specifically noted. Bike Friendly Kalamazoo participants are aiming to complete work
on the commuter bike routes to assist KATS in preparing the non-motorized portion of its 2045
Transportation Plan. Links to the most recent versions for routes are maintained on the publicly
available web site www.bikefriendlykalamazoo.org. Files downloaded or copied from this site
may not be up to date per changes made by other agencies. Routes on the site are not
systematically updated and are not represented as being the “best” current route.
3. At this time, all of the automatically generated routes have been reviewed and refined one or
more times by one or more individuals with credible local knowledge of conditions and
preferences. Precedence/preference among routes is indicated per Notes 4 below.
4. File names designate to/from nodes of the jurisdictions involved, as well as a note about the
type of route involved, such as:
a)
"Commuter" = first bike route suggested by the Google bike mapping tool (e.g.,
Augusta_Kalamazoo_Commuter). This is often the shortest route.
b)
"2" or "3" immediately following the node name denotes the second and third, routes
suggested by Google
c)
"v" = subsequent/preferred version; these routes supercede any route whose name is
identical except for the "v" (e.g., WMU_Main-Kalamazoo Commuterv2 is preferred over WMU
Main-Kalamazoo Commuter)
d)
Where there are "v" routes with identical names, the version number that is largest
typically supercedes the others (e.g., a v3 is preferred over a v2). If there is no "v," only a
number, after the node name, that means something entirely different - see 4b above, for the
meaning.
e)
"(t)" routes use at least some stretches of multi-use path / off-road bike trail. These are
not ordinarily preferred for purposes of bicycle commuting for many reasons. BFK's primary
recent effort has been to suggest on-road bike routes.
f)
“(X)” routes should not be used since they make use of a route that consists of one or
more routes that already exist. For example, the most direct route from Augusta to Kalamazoo
consists of multiple routes that use Galesburg and Comstock.
5. To simplify our task, BFK chose to not map routes involving a intervening jurisdictions. For
example, since a bike route from Kalamazoo to Schoolcraft would probably involve the
intervening jurisdiction of Portage, the routes Kalamazoo-Portage, and Portage-Schoolcraft were
mapped separately. Other routes with intervening jurisdictions were sometimes mapped
inadvertently, and we then designated with an “X” per the note in 4(f), above.
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6. Routes were suggested with current infrastructure in mind. Future improvements might alter
suggested routing. Occasionally a route was included to show how Google’s mapping logic
would have constructed a route even when an existing bike route might have been used.
Many volunteers mapped these routes. Their names are included with information about the
routes, where known. Their work is gratefully acknowledged!
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