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0.92% 2

5.99% 13

25.81% 56

7.83% 17

38.25% 83

14.75% 32

6.45% 14

Q1 How satisfied are you with the condition of roads and bridges in the
planning area?
Answered: 217 Skipped: 0

TOTAL 217
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82.49% 179

61.75% 134

31.34% 68

55.30% 120

35.02% 76

19.82% 43

24.42% 53

37.33% 81

Q2 Which four components of the region's transportation system should
be the top priorities for improvement over the next 5-10 years?

Answered: 217 Skipped: 0

Total Respondents: 217  
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83.87% 182

66.82% 145

34.56% 75

58.06% 126

41.01% 89

18.89% 41

17.05% 37

36.41% 79

Q3 Which four components of the region's transportation system should
be the top priorities for improvement over the next 1-5 years?

Answered: 217 Skipped: 0

Total Respondents: 217  
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Q4 Rank the following in terms of importance with the most important
aspect at the top.

Answered: 217 Skipped: 0
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37.33% 81

27.19% 59

29.03% 63

6.45% 14

Q5 How should concerns of safety and mobility for the area's aging
population be addressed? (select one option)

Answered: 217 Skipped: 0

TOTAL 217
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improve public
transit access

improve
coordination...

Other (please
specify)
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# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) DATE

1 I'm old. Please don't force me to ride a bike or walk everywhere 5/18/2020 9:38 AM

2 Work with private/non-profit sectors on shuttles and other demand-response systems 5/11/2020 11:50 AM

3 More pathways for non motorized commuters, and incentives to use 4/22/2020 9:45 AM

4 Coordinated effort with existing all services. 4/21/2020 11:32 AM

5 I would look to private sector solutions Uber, Lyft, etc 4/20/2020 10:31 AM

6 have no thoughts on this 4/16/2020 2:49 PM

7 Improve safety of the roads 4/7/2020 1:04 PM

8 Clearly, all of the above. We should always be using every tool at our disposal to address the
needs of our community.

4/7/2020 11:58 AM

9 not sure. 4/6/2020 10:41 AM

10 Improved transit and coordination of land use and transportation are BOTH super important, but
I wanted to clarify: we need to make available denser housing closer to services in urban and
regional centers. Transit is a lifeline for longer trips, but we should foster livable communities
that allow elderly people to walk or roll a few short blocks for 90 percent of their needs.

3/26/2020 9:13 AM

11 not 3/13/2020 3:22 PM

12 N 3/13/2020 12:13 PM

13 improve communication of existing services 3/13/2020 11:47 AM

14 Ability for those that are old and unable to ride a bike to have motorized vehicle options and
roadways that allow the safe movement of these vehicles

3/13/2020 11:19 AM
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19.35% 42

80.65% 175

Q6 Do you use transit services? 
Answered: 217 Skipped: 0

TOTAL 217
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 45  4,374  97

Q7 How satisfied are you with transit access to jobs and important
services, such as healthcare, food and education? (skip if answered "no"

to question 6).
Answered: 97 Skipped: 120

Total Respondents: 97

0 10 20 30 40 50

ANSWER CHOICES AVERAGE NUMBER TOTAL NUMBER RESPONSES



Transportation Survey for the Greater Kalamazoo Area

9 / 15

# DATE

1 70 6/9/2020 2:46 PM

2 67 5/18/2020 9:38 AM

3 50 5/11/2020 11:50 AM

4 41 5/10/2020 11:16 AM

5 9 5/10/2020 6:25 AM

6 89 5/9/2020 6:59 PM

7 50 4/27/2020 9:32 AM

8 63 4/26/2020 9:54 AM

9 25 4/24/2020 10:19 AM

10 70 4/24/2020 8:01 AM

11 47 4/23/2020 11:27 PM

12 0 4/22/2020 6:23 PM

13 50 4/22/2020 5:48 PM

14 27 4/22/2020 10:51 AM

15 32 4/22/2020 7:25 AM

16 50 4/21/2020 2:52 PM

17 49 4/21/2020 11:32 AM

18 10 4/20/2020 4:37 PM

19 24 4/20/2020 3:07 PM

20 12 4/20/2020 2:07 PM

21 12 4/20/2020 1:27 PM

22 42 4/20/2020 1:26 PM

23 60 4/20/2020 12:49 PM

24 42 4/20/2020 12:40 PM

25 50 4/20/2020 12:32 PM

26 42 4/20/2020 12:22 PM

27 51 4/20/2020 12:05 PM

28 49 4/20/2020 11:00 AM

29 71 4/20/2020 10:54 AM

30 49 4/20/2020 10:51 AM

31 46 4/20/2020 10:48 AM

32 49 4/20/2020 10:38 AM

33 49 4/20/2020 10:27 AM

34 26 4/17/2020 11:24 AM

35 50 4/16/2020 3:19 PM

36 48 4/16/2020 1:37 PM

37 52 4/15/2020 7:38 PM
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38 28 4/15/2020 3:24 PM

39 50 4/15/2020 2:43 PM

40 43 4/15/2020 2:35 PM

41 40 4/15/2020 9:45 AM

42 34 4/15/2020 6:38 AM

43 48 4/14/2020 10:45 AM

44 50 4/9/2020 4:45 PM

45 34 4/8/2020 1:39 PM

46 40 4/8/2020 7:32 AM

47 69 4/8/2020 7:17 AM

48 50 4/7/2020 7:18 PM

49 80 4/7/2020 4:02 PM

50 0 4/7/2020 3:01 PM

51 93 4/7/2020 1:46 PM

52 54 4/7/2020 1:14 PM

53 100 4/7/2020 1:07 PM

54 92 4/7/2020 1:03 PM

55 45 4/7/2020 1:00 PM

56 87 4/7/2020 12:45 PM

57 52 4/7/2020 12:32 PM

58 50 4/7/2020 11:58 AM

59 24 4/7/2020 11:35 AM

60 50 4/7/2020 11:21 AM

61 55 4/7/2020 11:17 AM

62 66 4/7/2020 11:04 AM

63 0 4/7/2020 10:58 AM

64 50 4/6/2020 10:41 AM

65 30 4/3/2020 6:57 PM

66 20 3/27/2020 5:19 AM

67 40 3/26/2020 9:13 AM

68 1 3/17/2020 12:21 PM

69 49 3/17/2020 9:32 AM

70 49 3/16/2020 2:11 PM

71 26 3/16/2020 12:14 PM

72 51 3/16/2020 10:54 AM

73 70 3/16/2020 9:44 AM

74 46 3/16/2020 8:12 AM

75 0 3/14/2020 8:21 PM
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76 80 3/14/2020 9:08 AM

77 28 3/14/2020 8:58 AM

78 78 3/13/2020 4:22 PM

79 49 3/13/2020 3:26 PM

80 100 3/13/2020 2:01 PM

81 43 3/13/2020 1:49 PM

82 50 3/13/2020 1:17 PM

83 13 3/13/2020 1:12 PM

84 0 3/13/2020 1:12 PM

85 1 3/13/2020 12:22 PM

86 56 3/13/2020 12:08 PM

87 49 3/13/2020 11:58 AM

88 11 3/13/2020 11:49 AM

89 58 3/13/2020 11:48 AM

90 50 3/13/2020 11:46 AM

91 50 3/13/2020 11:43 AM

92 80 3/13/2020 11:36 AM

93 36 3/13/2020 11:34 AM

94 25 3/13/2020 11:28 AM

95 75 3/13/2020 11:19 AM

96 43 3/13/2020 11:17 AM

97 10 3/13/2020 11:15 AM
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Q8 Which future transportation investments are most important to you?
Put the most important investment at the top (#1). 

Answered: 217 Skipped: 0
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Q9 Which mode of transportation do you use most often?
Answered: 217 Skipped: 0
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Transit

Bicycle

Walking

Rail (Amtrak)
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2.27%
4

1.14%
2

9.66%
17

86.93%
153
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16
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34
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64
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9
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0

 
107

 
1.77

# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) DATE

1 I walk occasionally when I'm at work in Portage but I cannot select that option if another one is
selected

6/1/2020 2:05 PM

2 I cannot select options for more than four categories? I use all of them, auto most often, then
walk, transit, train and bike (rarely). Is there general comment area on this?

5/18/2020 9:38 AM

3 I use and support Amtrak but cannot select the option without another category being erased 5/11/2020 11:50 AM

4 walk in the neighborhood daily and sometimes to the downtown 4/22/2020 10:58 PM

5 This questions would not allow me to pick the same frequency twice. I would have selected
frequently for bicycle and motor vehicle, and walking. I would have picked occasionally for
Amtrak.

4/20/2020 12:51 PM

6 It would only allow me to choose one option for Never, rarely etc. So I ranked my top 4 in order. 4/15/2020 1:57 PM

7 Comment - this doesn’t allow a check mark for every item 4/15/2020 9:45 AM

8 Transit, bicycle, and rail are all never. 4/7/2020 2:10 PM

9 This question is broken. I can select three items and it bounces around. I've selected one, as
the question indicates I should, but I use all the other modes to some degree.

3/26/2020 9:13 AM

10 Uber/Lyft 3/16/2020 10:54 AM

11 Question won't allow duplicate answers. For Rail, I would choose "Rarely". 3/14/2020 7:14 PM

12 Options for this question aren't operational as intended. 3/13/2020 3:26 PM

13 airplane 3/13/2020 12:22 PM

14 I use both personal motor vehicle and my bike equally becaue there isn't the proper
infrastructure to bike in the off season- or to certain parts of town.

3/13/2020 11:28 AM

15 Carpool from another town twice a week 3/13/2020 11:19 AM

Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

 NEVER RARELY OCCASIONALLY FREQUENTLY TOTAL WEIGHTED AVERAGE
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Transit
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Q10 How would you prioritize transportation funding for the following?
(Put the highest priority at the top (#1)).

Answered: 216 Skipped: 1

20.10%
42

17.70%
37

15.31%
32

12.92%
27

11.00%
23

22.97%
48

 
209

 
3.54

2.87%
6

20.57%
43

17.70%
37

18.66%
39

33.01%
69

7.18%
15

 
209

 
3.20

8.57%
18

10.00%
21

18.57%
39

26.19%
55

16.67%
35

20.00%
42

 
210

 
3.08

57.55%
122

11.32%
24

7.55%
16

8.49%
18

8.96%
19

6.13%
13

 
212

 
4.82

10.38%
22

32.55%
69

18.87%
40

16.04%
34

16.04%
34

6.13%
13

 
212

 
3.87

2.82%
6

8.92%
19

22.54%
48

16.90%
36

12.68%
27

36.15%
77

 
213

 
2.64

Expansion of
bicycle...

Expansion of
pedestrian...

Enhancing
transit

Rehabilitation
of roads and...

Safety
improvements

Technology
(traffic sig...

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

 1 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL SCORE
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Technology (traffic signal detection, pedestrian
counters, etc.)







Public Comments on Non-Motorized
Public Comments Received Regarding the 2050 Non-Motorized Chapter 

Katy Reilly 
City of Kalamazoo 

“Should there be a discussion of scooters and their infrastructure needs?  

There seems to only show sidewalk along non-local roads (map of existing urban area sidewalks), is this 
the purpose?   

Would it over complicate to show existing; maybe as a solid line to better show network/network gaps 
(map of proposed non-motorized facilities)?   

Is there a bike lane on Mount Olivet?  

Gull Sharrows should go.  Off street or if there must be something buffered bike lanes? Also, can we 
propose a few HAWK crossings?  Especially near the extremely large housing complex. 

Existing Trail along Riverview. 

Propose: bike lanes on Burdick north of the mall. 

Existing cycle track Kalamazoo: Porter to Edwards.  Propose cycle track Kalamazoo Edwards to Douglas. 

Propose: bike lane on Portage. 

Propose: bike lanes or other infrastructure on Lovell. 

Existing Sharrow on Vine St. 

Existing/will be built Howard Pathway – Michigan – Stadium. 

Propose: Rose, Stockbridge (to farmers market) bike lane, Stockbridge sharrow to Fulford. 

Propose: East West bike boulevard – Rambling, Lorraine, Chevy Chase, Edgemoor, Bronson, Inkster.  
Need strong bike boulevard definition – it is more than a sign or paint. What infrastructure is in place to 
prioritize the cyclist on the street over the car? 

Propose: Park and Westnedge – parking buffered bike lane from North – where they merge. 

Propose: Bike Lane Cork – Whites, part of Parkview. 

Existing: Bike lanes on Burdick to the Mall. 

Where is it appropriate to talk about changes to transit system?  Resident feedback shows desire for 
system changes that facilitate transfers and interest in some commuter focused service.  What changes 
need to happen to help facilitate these changes?  Elevated bus stops, pre boarding pay stations and 
lighting priority.  

An issue that happens in Kalamazoo is we have poorly placed push buttons making them not ADA. 



When can we talk about bike boxes, protected intersections?  Example: propose bike boxes at 
Parkview/Oakland intersection.  Maybe a protected intersection at Kalamazoo Westnedge and 
Kalamazoo Park intersections.” 

Paul Selden 
Bike Friendly Kalamazoo/Kalamazoo Region Bike Route Committee 

“From Paul Selden 

1.  Per their Chief of Police, Scott Sanderson, Vicksburg Village has adjusted its route labeled Vicksburg-
Scotts Commuterv3 on Map 7 to start at its current node at the intersection of E. Prairie St. and 
Kalamazoo Av. in Vicksburg, and commence on a stretch due east to turn north onto N Richardson 
St.  Please note that the remainder of the route falls within Brady Twp and outside the Village's 
jurisdiction.  Vicksburg's alteration may or may not impact the remainder of the route.  I can put this 
alteration into .kml format in a "v4" revision if it is helpful. 

2.  My comment and respectful request re. the 2050 Metropolitan Transportation Plan is that Map 7 
must remain in the updated plan; with color-coding to indicate signed vs. unsigned stretches.   

3.  During the last round of discussion leading up to the adoption of the Non-Motorized Element in the 
2045 Plan, a policy member raised the point that the Non-Motorized Element was in an Appendix, 
indicating perhaps that is of lesser importance than the other chapters.  This gives me the idea, which I 
now put in the form of a respectful request/comment, that the Non-Motorized Element be given its own 
chapter in the main body of the 2050 Plan. 

4. My other suggestion to be considered is that Map 7 be renamed "Proposed Bike Commuter & 
Transportation Routes."  The rationale for this request is that KATS is transportation-oriented, and the 
term transportation has a broader definition than the term commuter.  The routes in Map 7 serve as a 
trunklines for additional purposes having to do with basic transportation, apart from commuting to and 
from a job. 

“Speaking in my capacities and actions as chair of: 

Kalamazoo Bike Week 

BFK's Fall Bike Celebration 

Kalamazoo Region Bike Route Committee 

Bike Friendly Kalamazoo 

I can attest that the following groups that I chair, and myself as their chair, have used Map 7 in the KATS 
2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan in many useful ways, including the following examples. 

Kalamazoo Bike Week - has featured the unveiling of Southwest Michigan Bikeway (Map 7) signage on 
Oakland Drive between Kalamazoo and Portage; 

BFK's Fall Bike Celebration - uses Map 7 to identify preferred routes between Vicksburg, Scotts, and 
Climax, and to use Vicksburg as a regional node connecting with Centreville and points south; 



Kalamazoo Region Bike Route Committee - uses Map 7 to  plan and keep track of progress implementing 
signage as well as to indirectly suggest prioritization of road marking and improvement for bicycling 
infrastructure such as road widening and the development of bike lanes coinciding with these regional 
bike routes; to encourage education, awareness-building, and development of support for the KATS 
Non-Motorized Element within the KATS 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan; and, 

Bike Friendly Kalamazoo - uses Map 7 and the NME to facilitate support for our mission of helping to 
build a even more bicycle friendly greater community, which we believe is consistent with federal, state, 
local and KATS own policies (e.g., Complete Streets); and to stimulate support for signing and improving 
bicycle infrastructure on Map 7's bicycle transportation-oriented routes, which form preferred 
trunklines connecting stated municipal and educational non-motorized traffic-generators within KATS 
and serve to identify obvious connections/nodes among adjacent regions outside of KATS, and whose 
routes were developed via a systematic public process as clearly described within the KATS 2045 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan's Non-Motorize Element. 

I would go so far as to state my personal belief that all these stakeholders -- as well as the many 
stakeholders who have gone on record via their letters of support and/or formal resolutions -- have 
found utility in the KATS Non-Motorized Element within the KATS 2045 Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan, including Map 7, as witnessed by their letters of support and resolutions, as well. 

In my observations I don't mean to state anything beyond the above, but feel the inferences I've made 
are in good faith as supported by my observations. 

In short, I believe that the KATS 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan's Map 7 within its Non-
Motorized Element has been very useful.” 

“To make Map 7’s title consistent with its proposed use, I strongly suggest the committee consider 
naming Map 7 to Proposed / Signed Bike Transportation Routes.  Rationale: This title better aligns with 
the KATS Transportation Plan and its transportation orientation.  The word “transportation” includes a 
broader class of implied uses than the word commuter.  Transportation encompasses meanings such as 
“the action of transporting someone or something or the process of being transported.”  Bicycles can 
transport people to and from places of work, bus stops, railway stations, shops, convenience and 
grocery stores, professional and other service providers (think of going to a dentist or landscaping firm), 
while in the course of package and mail delivery, etc.  “Commuter” is fairly narrowly associated with 
only one of these uses, e.g., “a person who travels some distance to work on a regular basis.”  To 
continue to use the words “Bike Commuter Routes” limits the networks’ use in the public mind and 
subtly diminishes and marginalizes it.  The rational for including the “/ Signed” in the title is to make it 
easier to see that the map consolidated routes that have already been signed (“implemented”) vs. 
routes that are proposed (not yet signed). 

There is an economic development component to expanding non-motorized transportation that relates 
to growth of the bicycle industry.  The U.S. bicycle industry generated $6 billion in sales in 2010 and 
approximately 4,200 specialty bike dealers do business across the nation. 11 These independent shops 
are community hubs, providing personalized service, sponsoring local events, and spearheading efforts 
to build bike facilities. In 2009, American consumers bought 2.6 million bicycles compared to 2.5 million 
cars and trucks.12  During the recent Covid-19 pandemic bicycling became such a common activity that 
the industry could not keep up with the demand, which may have grown as much as xx%  (page 8). 



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 benefits related to air quality, health, and 
economic development, an improved non-motorized system can offer additional direct and indirect 
benefits associated with the quality of life.  (page 12). 

Coordination Among Multiple Users 
Another major impediment to planning for non-motorized transportation is the lack of unified public 
sentiment and policy for a particular form of facility. ### Prevailing authorities such as the US 
Department of Transportation the Michigan Department of Transportation, the American Association of 
State Highway and Transportation Officials [AASHTO] and the National Association of City 
Transportation Officials [NACTO] do not recommend a single “one size fits all” approach, at least with 
regard to bicycling facilities: many options are available, scaled to fit the context and within the bounds 
of fiscal prudence.  Such authorities suggest starting with a design goal that accommodates “all ages and 
abilities,” but offer a variety of designs if it becomes clear that this aspirational goal cannot be 
reasonably achieved [see for example, AASHTO’s Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, Fourth 
Edition, pp 2-17 through 2-20].  ### Bicycle enthusiasts, the disabled community, rails-to-trails ad- 
vocates, and others each petition for “their” type of non-motorized facility. Indeed, those who are 
exclusively in favor of bi- cycle lanes are generally opposed to spending limited financial resources on 
shared-use paths or side- walks. ### [Comment - without this “those who are exclusively” qualification, 
the current assertion begs a citation for support of the phrase “generally opposed,” and attributes an 
unbalanced point of view to the implied group of “bicycling enthusiasts.”  In any case is not true of Bike 
Friendly Kalamazoo’s approach to different bicycle facilities.  For example, in the KATS MPO, Bike 
Friendly Kalamazoo adopts the view that each facility has a place for a number of bicyclists with 
overlapping preferences, given the constraints that naturally limit the use of “every facility, 
everywhere.”]  ### 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 decid- edly 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 priori- tize limited resources. 

Another major impediment to planning for non-motorized transportation is the lack of unified public 
sentiment for a particular form of facility. ### Prevailing authorities do not recommend a single 
approach, at least with regard to bicycling facilities: many options are available, scaled to fit the context.  
Such authorities suggest starting with a design goal that accommodates “all ages and abilities,” but 
advocates using less robust designs if it becomes clear that this aspirational goal cannot be reasonably 
achieved [see previous AASHTO citation].  ### Bicycle enthusiasts, the disabled community, rails-to-trails 
ad- vocates, and others each petition for “their” type of non-motorized facility. Indeed, those who are 
exclusively in favor of bi- cycle lanes are generally opposed to spending limited financial resources on 
shared-use paths or side- walks. ### [Comment - without this “those who are exclusively” qualification, 
the current assertion begs a citation for support of the phrase “generally opposed,” and attributes an 
unbalanced point of view to the implied group of “bicycling enthusiasts.”  In any case is not true of Bike 
Friendly Kalamazoo’s approach to different bicycle facilities.  For example, in the KATS MPO, Bike 
Friendly Kalamazoo adopts the view that each facility has a place for a number of bicyclists with 
overlapping preferences, given the constraints that naturally limit the use of “every facility, 



everywhere.”]  ### 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 decid- edly 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 priori- tize limited resources.  In many ways these discussions are no different than any 
other discussion of how to prioritize any limited resources and should not be used as a justification for 
building no non-motorized facilities at all.  Plan such as this Non-Motorized Element can help resolve 
such dilemmas by presenting a menu from which prevailing authorities can choose, budgets permitting. 

### A somewhat different but none-the-less important impediment that this Plan can help overcome is 
a lack of agreement on a cooperative method of developing regionalized networks of transportation 
facilities among the many jurisdictions and agencies whose borders and authorities overlap and connect.  
An agreed-upon network, with operational defined purposes, nodes and connections among borders 
can make it easier to build upon over time as resources permit.  ### (page 12-13). 

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 [5?] 
for a graphic estimation of the location of some of these popular destinations.  Fulton [and ?] is listed as 
a destination because it serves as a regional nodal gateway in the KATS MPO to other destinations 
outside the KATS MPO such as the Village of Athens. 

Trip distance - The majority of walking trips are less than a mile long and transportation-oriented 
bicycling trips are generally less than five miles, although many sport cyclists need to ride much greater 
distance to achieve their fitness and competitive goals, and bike tour oriented rides and events can span 
hundreds of miles.  (page 18). 

Paul Selden, Kalamazoo Region Bike Route Committee / Bike Friendly Kalamazoo (page 26). 

Map 6, 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. 

[Comment: Selden has not yet reviewed Map 6 to note how the proposed bike routes coincide with Map 
7.] 

### Map 7, “Proposed / Signed Bike Transportation Routes," illustrates a regional transportation-
oriented bikeway whose network connects named municipal and educational destinations (trip 
generators) in a set of node-to-node trunk lines connecting major population centers.  It is now being 
signed as the Southwest Michigan Bikeway (SWMB).  Map 7’s design principles and development 
process are outlined in detail in Appendix E.  ### Proposed Facilities represent a high level planning 
guide for project implementation and their inclusion does not guarantee funding.  

A major purpose of Map 7 is to help the MPO identify regionally significant priority projects and to 
enhance the cooperation and coordination between jurisdictions for facility development (e.g., bike 



lanes, widened shoulders, appropriate lane marking and signage, connections between specified nodes, 
etc.).  Changes in routing, facility type, location, and local priority will change as proposed projects move 
towards implementation.  ### Map 7 will be retained in the Metropolitan Transportation from edition to 
edition, given its ability to highlight the bikeway’s nature as a proposed regional network of bicycle trunk 
lines and its progress toward its signage and implementation, thus facilitating coordination within KATS’ 
MPO as well as among other stakeholders outside the KATS MPO.   [Comment: whether the legend uses 
dashed or solid lines, or different colors to denote which segments have been signed is not critical.  As 
was agreed in our last meeting Map 7 can show progress toward completion, enhancing its ability to 
facilitate prioritization.] ###  (page 34). 

Bike Friendly Kalamazoo post links to local plans and other information of interest to non-motorized 
stakeholders on its website as a public service. 

2014 Kalamazoo Township Non-Motorized Master Plan Imagine Kalamazoo 2025 Master Plan 

2019 GO! Green Oshtemo Township Master Plan 

2020 Texas Township Non-Motorized Network (as part of the Master Plan, Page 87) 

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.  The Kalamazoo Region Bike Route Committee meets quarterly on a cooperative 
basis to review updates to Map 7 implementation and planning.  Links to its most recent plan are 
maintained on Bike Friendly Kalamazoo’s www.bikefriendlykalamazoo.org website as a public service. 
(page 42-43). 

Appendix E – Map 7 Development Process 

[Note - this entire Appendix is new.  To make it easier to read, yellow highlighting is not used.  The 
rationale for including it is that it will better enable the reader to extend and refine the network using 
a consistent methodology. ] 

Definitions 

The route network illustrated in Map 7 can be operationally defined as a collection of the most 
preferred* transportation- oriented bikeway trunk lines that connect the specifically defined list of Map 
7 destinations with their adjacent neighbors.  To ensure cross-jurisdictional connectivity, the bikeway 
trunk lines cross between jurisdictions at agreed-upon border connections.  This agreed-upon list of 
destinations (Exhibit A) is limited to municipalities and institutions of higher learning, based on a 
rationale that included their transportation-orientation and permanence as trip generators.  The 
destinations serve as hubs in the network, which then radiate to their adjacent neighbors’ hubs in a 
radial design. 

Most routes connect to a single agreed-upon node within a destination.  In a limited set of cases (noted 
in Exhibit A), population and commercial densities justify definition of more than one node connected by 
a within-jurisdiction circulator (a “loop” or “beltway”) or a cross-town route (a “beltline”).  Like an 
interstate highway system, Map 7’s routes connect to such intra-jurisdictional circulators via the closest 
agreed-upon node on the circulator.   

http://www.katsmpo.org/
http://www.bikefriendlykalamazoo.org/


Destinations along Map 7’s perimeter offer potentially convenient and easy to understand regional 
connections. 

The above definition and design characteristics optimize efficiency and reduce the number of network 
miles.  This is because Map 7 does not attempt to directly connect every destination with every other; it 
does not attempt to route between all possible permutations and combinations.   

Since Map 7 was adopted, a number of jurisdictions have explicitly integrated the routes into their own 
non-motorized planning.  Bike Friendly Kalamazoo maintains an updated list of such plans on its 
www.bikefriendlykalamazoo.org website. 

*The word “preferred” is further defined based on the list of considerations detailed in Exhibit B. 

A Comment on Route Density 

In some cases, however, on the surface there are places on Map 7 where the trunk lines seem to be too 
close together, too many, or too densely packed together.  This appearance can be misleading for at 
least three reasons.  First, routes that are miles apart from each other may appear closer or farther 
apart depending on the scale of the map when sized smaller or larger.   All things considered, 
transportation-oriented bicyclists tend to prefer shorter routes [citation here].  Second, in a small 
number of cases, alternative routes are deliberately mapped (and so designated in their naming 
conventions) between two nodes.  One or the other alternative might become more desirable over 
time, pending removal of an impediment of some sort (such as adding bike lanes on a bridge over I-94).  
Third, in some cases the defined nodes are located within a relatively large sparsely populated area such 
that the most efficient route make use of closer intermediate hubs without adding more lengthy 
detours.  Fourth, constraints such as the absence of an intervening destination, or the presence of a 
bridge or other natural barrier meant that some routes appear to crisscross an area “too much,” when 
in fact they are the most direct connections between the named destinations.  This latter appearance 
may be especially noticeable in the four townships of Kalamazoo County to the immediate east of 
Kalamazoo and Portage.   

The Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study (KATS) released the Non-Motorized Element component of its 
2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan on October 29, 2015.  The KATS Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan incorporating this Element was adopted on May 26, 2016 [double check date].  Between late 2015 
and early 2016 Bike Friendly Kalamazoo’s participants, including the individuals listed in Exhibit D voted 
to give Map 7’s route network a more familiar name, the “Southwest Michigan Bikeway” to facilitate 
uniform signage.  Since that time policies at county, municipal and Act 51 agency levels have adopted or 
endorsed that name for use in wayfinding signage.   

Stretches of Map 7 that bear wayfinding signs bearing the Southwest Michigan Bikeway name are 
illustrated in Map 7 as [dashed?] lines; stretches remaining to be signed are noted as solid red lines [or 
using different colors or vice versa]. 

The remainder of this Appendix outlines the systematic, community-oriented process and principles by 
which Map 7 were developed in more detail.  The description facilitates signage, regardless of the many 
other types of bike facilities or bike route wayfinding that may be developed within the control of 
responsible agencies. 

http://www.bikefriendlykalamazoo.org/


Exhibit A: List of Destinations 

In alphabetical order, Map 7’s bike routes connect the following destinations within the KATS 
metropolitan planning organization (MPO).  Many of them provide connecting gateways to other 
transportation-oriented destinations outside the KATS 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). 

*Contains intra-jurisdictional trunk line collector 

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.   

The community owes a great deal of thanks to the individuals who contributed to this effort, whose 
work is gratefully acknowledged.   The names of the many individuals representing most of the most 
actively involved agencies/jurisdictions are listed in Appendix F, Exhibit A of the KATS 2045 Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan). 

Exhibit B: Design Considerations and Process 

Bike routes chosen for submission to KATS represent a balanced judgement, weighing a large number of 
factors at various stages of the process.  It is suggested that changes to Map 7 include them, as well. 

Design Guides and Standards 

These considerations included, but were not limited to those found in reference works such as: 

AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 4th Ed.  

Best Design Practices for Walking and Bicycling in Michigan 

Road Commission of Kalamazoo County Non-Motorized Facilities Policy   

Michigan Design Manual (for Road Design)    

Michigan Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices 

Traffic Control Devices For Bicycle Facilities (MMUTDC Part 9)   

Southwest Michigan Planning Commission (various plans and guides). 

Design Factors 

Considerations include, but were not limited to factors such as:  

 Safety 

 Location and number of available roads 

 Posted speed limits 

 Traffic density 

 Route length 

 Location of currently posted bike lanes and bike routes  

https://bookstore.transportation.org/collection_detail.aspx?ID=116
http://mdotcf.state.mi.us/public/tands/Details_Web/mdot_research_report.pdf
http://www.kcrc-roads.com/userfiles/kcrc/file/Engineering/Non%20Motorized%20Policy%201-28-14%20Final.pdf
http://mdotcf.state.mi.us/public/design/files/englishroadmanual/erdm12.pdf
http://mdotcf.state.mi.us/public/tands/plans.cfm
http://mdotcf.state.mi.us/public/tands/Details_Web/mmutcdpart9_2011.pdf
http://www.swmpc.org/trails_2.asp
http://www.swmpc.org/trails_2.asp


 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 “heat maps” of bicyclist use) 

 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.” 

Design Process 

The transportation & commuter bike routes were initially 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 engineering standards and guidelines 

- existing printed maps 

- local non-motorized plans 



- “Heat Maps” of preferred routes 

- defined, transportation-oriented to/from nodes 

- population densities and ease of access-points 

- other documented resources 

- refinement of routes to select the single most preferred route connecting adjacent nodes 

- agreement on intermediate nodes / “border crossings” between adjacent governmental 
borders.  

Additional authoritative resources are listed on Bike Friendly Kalamazoo’s online “Resources” tab (for 
example, technical standards).   

Beginning in 2012, 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.   

Approximately 400 versions/alternative bike routes were generated, reviewed and refined into a set of 
about 90 proposed routes submitted to KATS. 

Key Steps in the Process 

Key steps in the systematic route design process begun in 2012 are summarized in this section.  They are 
worth including in this Plan to suggest an open, systematic process for changes to Map 7 as the network 
is implemented and as conditions change that make choices among alternative routes more preferable.  
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.   

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/ . 

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 transportation-oriented 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 KAT MPO.  Further efforts were 
focused on commuter bike route mapping, leading to Map 7’s name of “Proposed Bike Commuter 
Routes” when first published. 

4. Since to our knowledge the attempt to establish such a comprehensive transportation-oriented 
bike route network was the first of its type within the KATS MPO, the effort limited itself to connecting 
permanent trip generators in jurisdictions with easy to identify to/from “centers,” or points of 
connection, where such “nodes” were spaced far enough apart to warrant separate and independent 
to/from routes.   

The resultant 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 
transportation-oriented routes could easily play a major role as trunk lines off of which more local 
shopping, recreational and civic (e.g., local destinations such as libraries, parks, town halls, etc. ).  The 
benefits of bicycling for basic transportation whether to commute or perform errands in turn offers the 
many collateral benefits listed elsewhere in this Plan (e.g., related to personal fitness, energy 
independence and savings, reduction of pollution, personal enjoyment/recreation, etc.).   In other 
words, these transportation-oriented bike routes offer great flexibility and will undoubtedly serve the 
community in many ways beyond their initial nominal designation in the 2045 Plan 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, adjustment and conversion into .kml 
files.   

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.   

http://www.ridewithgps.com/


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 for the 2045 Plan the finer points of routing were conducted in 
close consultation with 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; at this stage 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. 

Exhibit C: Individuals Participating in Naming Map 7, “Southwest Michigan Bikeway” 

For purposes of signing the trunk lines on Map 7 in order to distinguish them from others and thus to 
assist in wayfinding, the following individuals collaborated between 2015 and 2016 and arrived at a 
mutually-agreeable name for the network as a whole.   

 Lee Adams, Director, Southcentral Michigan Planning Council, Upjohn Institute for 
Employment Research 

 Chris Barnes, Director of Transportation & Utilities, City of Portage 

 Deb Buchholtz, Commissioner, Road Commission of Kalamazoo County 

 Larry Hummel, Highway Engineer-Manager/Department of Public Works Director 

 Joanna Johnson, Managing Director, Road Commission of Kalamazoo County 

 Rebekah Kik, City Planner, City of Kalamazoo 

 Kendall Klingelsmith, Director of Parks, Recreation & Senior Citizen Services, City of Portage 

 Larry Nielsen, Manager, Village of Paw Paw 

 David Rachowicz, Director of Parks and County Expo Center, Kalamazoo County 



 Ron Reid, Supervisor, Kalamazoo Township 

 Paul Selden, Director of Road Safety, Kalamazoo Bicycle Club/ Founder, Bike Friendly 
Kalamazoo 

Since then the Kalamazoo Region Bike Route Committee’s participating Act 51 agencies (including 
MDOT, RCKC, and the cities of Kalamazoo and Portage), Bike Friendly Kalamazoo and the Kalamazoo 
Region Bike Route Committee agreed on a name for the bike route network illustrated in Map 7, 
namely, the Southwest Michigan Bikeway.” 

City of Portage 

1.       There are numerous references that are used which are very dated and the information 
included may also be dated or more current information available. For example, reference 3 is 
dated 2001 and there is a 2017 available 
2.       Air Quality page 7 uses data from 1990, it seems there should be better information 
available 
3.       Reduced Congestion page 8 the $515 cost reference 7 is now $335 when looking at this 
report 
4.       Maps 9A and 9B updated and dates used in TOC updated 
5.       Page 11, quote references 2009 NHTS, there is a 2017 version 
6.       Reference 19, the data used cannot be found on ACS 
7.       Safety page 13, 2018 data is available – 857 bicyclists killed, estimated 47,000 injured; 
deaths 2.3% vehicle fatalities, bicyclists 2.7% injured 
8.       Superscript number for reference 21 is regular font 
9.       Existing Non-Motorized Transportation Network – 100 miles stated is probably much larger 
now 
10.   Map 2 – add the following: 

a.       Portage Parks shaded in green 
b.       shared use path 

                                                               i.      Zylman Avenue – Cox’s Drive to Sprinkle Road 
                                                             ii.      E Centre Avenue – Portage Road to Sprinkle Road 
                                                           iii.      Eliason Nature Reserve Park 
                                                           iv.      Portage Road – 500’ north of E Centre Avenue to E Milham Avenue 
                                                             v.      Stryker Way – Lovers Lane to Portage Road 
                                                           vi.      Sprinkle Road – Zylman Avenue to E Centre Avenue 
                                                          vii.      Romence Road – Portage Road to Airport Property 

c.       Sidewalks (if including on map 2 and map 3; consider removing all sidewalk from 
map 2) 

                                                               i.      Bacon Avenue – S Wesnedge Avenue to Portage Road 
                                                             ii.      Idaho Avenue – Oregon Avenue to S Westnedge Avenue 
                                                           iii.      Oregon Avenue – W Milham Avenue to Idaho Avenue 
                                                           iv.      S Westnedge Avenue – Osterhout Avenue to Shaver Road 
                                                             v.      Schuring Road – Oakland Drive to S Westnedge Avenue 

d.       bike lanes 
                                                               i.      Osterhout Ave – Shaver Road to Portage Road 
                                                             ii.      Portage Road – Mandigo to Bacon Avenue 
                                                           iii.      Lovers Lane – Forest Drive to Kilgore Road 
                                                           iv.      Forest Drive – Lovers Lane to Portage Road 



                                                             v.      Oakland Drive – W Centre Avenue to Kilgore Road 
11.   Map 3 – add the following: 

a.       Portage Parks shaded in green 
b.       Idaho Avenue – Oregon Avenue to S Westnedge Avenue 
c.       Oregon Avenue – W Milham Avenue to Idaho Avenue 
d.       Portage Road – Mandigo to E Osterhout Avenue 
e.       W Milham Avenue – Rothbury to Oakland Drive 

12.   Map 5 – Update Portage Parks shown in green to add Eliason and other pieces 
13.   Update Summary of Proposed Non-Motorized Projects page 27 once projects submitted 
14.   Map 6 – update map to remove proposed shared use path on S Westnedge and E Centre, 
remove proposed shoulder on Milham, Romence and Oakland north of I-94 
15.   Page 41 MNRTF – update funding example/data from 2013 
16.   Page 41 Millage – provide updated example 
17.   Page 42 Private Sources – are there more to add to this section? 
18.   Map 8 – not all hatches are included in legend 

 

Marc Irwin 

“This is about the best I can say about the Plan: 

    Reviewing the maps provided, I relied upon the current Map 2 and found a few areas that should be 
added.  There are completed Shared Use facilities in Portage that are not noted: 

Milham Road from Lover”s Lane to Portage Rd, 

Portage Road from Milham to Centre (construction has stopped at a private property just short of the 
Centre St intersection), 

Centre St from Portage to Sprinkle Rd, 

Sprinkle Rd from Centre to Zylman, 

Zylman from Sprinkle to Cox’s Dr. 

All have completed Shared Use facilities, a couple are listed as sidewalks on the Map 2. 

Zylman has shoulder facilities from Cox’s Drive to Portage Rd. 

Beyond those few, the map seems to be up to date as nearly as I can tell.. 

      I reviewed the priorities set in the 2045 plan and can’t take issue with any of the projects listed or 
the methodology for selecting them.   

      There are some issues that I feel will develop which should be addressed in the document 
anticipating a growth in the cycle  transportation during the next 30 years.  It would be best to look at 
Europe and the growth in cycling during the past 30 years compared to what we might anticipate in the 
coming 30 years here.  I say that because in the ‘80’s European countries had just begun to develop the 
cycling infrastructure which has become a standard to the rest of the world and cycling has grown with 
its development.  In some of the flatter areas (Netherlands and Denmark in particular) as much as 49% 
of people claim to use cycles daily for transportation and as much as 75% claim to use them 2-3 times a 



week.  That has created challenges to mitigate congestion.  While there are a variety of reasons the 
same growth may not occur in our area, if the practice rose to 10 or 15% over the next 30 years we need 
to anticipate having 50 -75,000 people commuting by bicycle on our streets.   

Other countries have found ways to upgrade the signalling at key intersections to keep bicycles 
moving.  Shared Use overpasses may be necessary at major intersections such as: 

Whites Rd and Westnedge, 

Romence Rd and Westnedge, 

Kilgore and Westnedge, 

Main and Drake, 

Stadium and Drake, 

Oakland and Parkview 

Lovell and Oakland/Stadium. 

Small enhancements to keep cyclists moving and prevent congestion can be as simple as increasing the 
height of curbs allowing a cyclist to stabilize themselves at Stops without dismounting.  

  

The photo shows a lane separator used for the same purpose, I have seen, but was not able to find a 
photo of, curbing at intersections which has been built up or constructed 3-4 inches higher to help keep 
people on their bikes with less time wasted dismounting and mounting for stability. 

It sounds like a frivolous “first world” cycling luxury, but 50,000 cyclists on the streets at rush hour has 
the potential for some very dangerous congestion and mishaps.   I’m sure there are more subtle 
enhancements that are being developed to improve the traffic flow where cycling has become a way of 
life and consideration should be included in the plans as contingencies for the next 30 years.   

I do believe, as I mentioned in written comments earlier, that the plan should include stronger language 
aimed at the improvement of intersection infrastructure.  We are heading into the area others have, 
developing safer, more attractive cycling between intersections but leaving the cyclist to worm their 
way through the most dangerous conditions.  Cycling traffic will increase with the development of the 
network.  How much in 30 years is still a question, but if the European experience tells us anything, it 
could be overwhelming.  Even a small increase in bicycle traffic will be hard to manage without 
considering the intersection traffic.  Imagine 20-30 cyclists lined up to cross Main St. at Drake Rd from 
each direction, at 7:30 AM, some will need to turn left.  How do we intend to keep that moving safely 



without specialized signaling and/or additional infrastructure?  There will need to be substantial funds 
allocated to the area.  We are designing and creating a safer, more attractive network leading to death 
mazzes.  That will be the most pressing safety issue and there are two sentences referring to 
intersections in the 81 page document.” 

Jodi Stefforia 

Here are my comments on the draft chapter: 
*         I recommend changing settings in the Word document so that is no use of hyphens.  There are a 
lot throughout the document that would be eliminated and it would give it a cleaner look. 
*         Page 13 - second paragraph. I would re-word sentence that says developers, planners, etc. are 
'beginning' to evaluate the land use issues.  That's a dated statement at this point as we've been doing it 
for some time now. 
*         Page 18 -  reference to Map 6 should be to Map 5. 
*         Page 18 - Can you update the 2013 ACS estimates to a more current one? 
*         Page 18 - reference to Map 3 should be to Map 4. 
*         Page 18 - first paragraph - can you significantly increase the 'over 100 miles' reference?  If there's 
a lot more mileage that could be called out, might be nice to reference a higher number in this plan. 
*         Page 19 - can you use more current ACS data than 2013? 
*         Page 23 - near bottom, reword the 'By December 31, 2013' statement to reflect when MDOT did 
develop the Complete Streets guidelines. 
*         Map 8 legend is incomplete. What does blue line represent? 
*         Maps 9A and 9B - can the crash data be updated? 
*         Map 2 - typo in map name. 

 

Dennis Randolph 
City of Kalamazoo 

“•  It might be helpful to have a section that specifically discusses amenities/ street furniture that might 
be associated with the various types of facilities.  Standard waymarking signs and destination signs 
should be considered throughout the region especially for the long-haul paths.  Also amenities such as 
shelters, benches, bike repair stations, drinking fountains might be addressed, so that planners could 
keep them in mind and also include them in cost estimates.  Different levels of facilities will require 
different types/levels of amenities.  It would be nice to have some consistency across the 
region.  Pointing out the need to upgrade pedestrian signals should also be included, so that planners 
can insure to include such costs in project estimates. 

•  It would be helpful to specifically address facilities on bridges, both for crossings and for facilities 
underneath bridges as part of river walks.  It might be helpful to note specific crossings that should be 
kept in mind when planning improvements both for the bridges and for any paths.  The earlier in the 
bridge design process we know of possible non-motorized facilities, the easier and cheaper it is to 
incorporate them into a project. 

•  There is a chart on page 30 that lists a summary of proposed non-motorized projects, listed in order of 
total score (general).  It would be helpful to add another table following it that ordered the projects by 



year, with a subtotal by year for purposes of seeing how those totals fit in with the federal-aid 
allocations that are projected to be received. 

•  I think it is always helpful, especially for grant work to show/highlight connections to other areas.  An 
overview map that shows potential connections to surrounding regions would be interesting, especially 
again for the long-haul bicyclists. 

•  In looking at Map 2, my firsts impression is that while there are connections between east-west and 
north-south facilities there are many facilities that simply go for a distance and then end, leaving users 
to back-track along the same path.  I have always looked for ways to provide “loops” in my systems so 
that users could return to a given starting point in a series of routes (for example, first east, then north, 
then west and then south back to the beginning.)  I tried to start with smaller/shorter loops, and then 
extend the loops out (in a series of nested paths) that give users a chance to see different things.  It may 
be appropriate to consider additional points for projects that “close a loop”. 

•  Map 3 shows sidewalks, but appears to only show City of Portage?  The City of Kalamazoo does have 
some sidewalk information available in its RoadSoft database, if you are interested we can discuss 
sharing it with you. 

•  While I understand the Ozone non-attainment history, I think it might be useful to mention in a 
paragraph the ideas of reduced particulate matter since particulates have such a negative impact on 
poor/minority/environmental justice communities.  Also, mention reductions of other materials (lead, 
asbestos, etc. that come from cars/trucks/internal combustion engines) as these have negative impacts 
on people and the environment.” 

 

George Waring 
City of Kalamazoo 

“Map 6/6A: 

• Oakland Drive: Parkview – Kilgore. 

o This section should be on the existing map (Map 2/2A) as already having bike lanes. I 
just re-drove it today to be sure, and it does have full bike lanes with signage (unless I 
am missing something about what constitutes a bike lane; entirely possible, so correct 
me if that’s the case, cause it’d be helpful to know). The lanes are 5ft wide. 

• Kilgore Road: Oakland – Just East of Duke St. 

o This section should be on the existing map (Map 2/2A) as already having bike lanes as 
well 

Map 2/2A: 

• Burdick Street: Cork - Kilgore 

o This section does not have bike lanes. It is shown incorrectly on Map 2/2A as having 
existing bike lanes. This should be a proposed project on map 6/6A. 



• Edgemoor: Alta Vista – Burdick 

o This section is not signed yet. It should be shown on the proposed Map 6/6A and taken 
off of the existing Map 2/2A. 

• W. Michigan Ave: Drake – Howard 

o This section has 5ft bike lanes. It is more than just improved shoulders along the 
roadway. Should be changed on Map 2/2A to reflect. 

The below are a bit confusing. 

• Lovers Lane: Kilgore – Milwood Elementary School entrance 

o This section is listed on the existing map (Map 2/2A) as already having 
improved shoulders but is also on the proposed Map 6/6A for signage. Can you explain? 
Is it both? 

• Lakeway Ave: Lovers to Moreland 

o This section is already signed. It is on Map 2/2A and Map 6/6A (delete off of 6/6A??) 

• Moreland/Fulford St: Lakeway to Miller 

o This section is already signed. It is on Map 2/2A and Map 6/6A (delete off of 6/6A??) 

Those are all the changes I had at the moment. Hope it is helpful.” 

 

Dusty Farmer 
Oshtemo Township 

“It was recently brought to my attention that Map 7 was not included in the 2050 KATS Metro 
Transportation Plan and I think it should carry over from the 2045 plan.  I think that the regional bike 
routes are not prominent enough in the current version because of the other items included on the 
map.  We look to KATS to be leaders in non-motorized transportation, and Map 7 is important in that 
leadership.  Thank you.” 

 

Ed Sackley 
Founding Chair, Portage Bicycle Advisory Committee 
Proud Supporter of Bike Friendly Kalamazoo 

“As I scanned the Table of Contents for the draft 2050 Metropolitan Transportation Plan Non‐
Motorized Element, I was struck by the fact that Map 7 did not appear. It actually looks quite odd that 
Maps 1-8 and their sub-elements are listed without Map 7. I’m hopeful that you and your colleagues can 
correct the omission of Map 7 and place it back in the NME where it most certainly belongs. 

Over the past 20 years, I have served the City of Portage as both a member of the Planning Commission 
and the Portage City Council. Also during that period, I served as District Director for Congressman Fred 



Upton. In those official capacities, my duties required interaction with citizens, governmental units, 
school systems, faith communities. businesses, non-profit organizations and many other constituencies 
throughout Kalamazoo County and all of Southwest Michigan. It is that background and experience 
which informs my understanding and support for not just the NME component, but Commuter Routes in 
particular. 

My family moved to Kalamazoo County in 1976 and we’ve been Portage residents since 1978. We came 
as aspiring entrepreneurs with recognition of the incredible social, educational, economic and 
environmental infrastructure already in place to support our dream. Our new radio station - WRKR-FM 
107.7 - became reality and cemented my long-term relationship with our community at many levels as 
an employer, board member, volunteer and champion for the region. As a Portage planning 
commissioner and councilmember, I learned firsthand the critical role played by government in listening 
to its citizens and other constituencies. To function effectively, we must be servant leaders. Portage 
remains in the enviable position of being home to the area’s largest private employers, Pfizer and 
Stryker. Their presence coupled with hundreds of other economic drivers enabled the City of Portage to 
grow not only the tax base, but the social and recreational base for our community and, by extension, 
the greater metropolitan area. Key to that growth was the farsightedness of Portage’s leaders at every 
level since our establishment in 1963. Allocation of funding to infrastructure that would improve the 
health of our neighborhoods, industries, commercial areas and even agriculture was not enough. We 
also had to invest in elements that would advance and enhance community and the spirit of belonging. 
Sure, we had a boom period of sewer and water projects, roadbuilding, commercial development and 
new city services, but we also did not skimp on investment that would improve the quality of life for our 
citizens beyond utilities, transportation, employment, shopping and fire trucks. Portage became the 
place for open space preservation, parks, public access to our lakes, neighborhood interconnection and 
environmental stewardship. What does all that have to do with the 2050 NME? Everything. 

For many years, Portage has continued responding to demands from our residents and stakeholders to 
capitalize upon and expand our non-motorized circulation system. As you know, the Portage Bikeway 
system and our multi-use recreation trails are available to all regardless of address. To our delight and 
that of our neighbors, investment in complementary infrastructure has taken hold within Kalamazoo 
County and beyond. Portage’s dedicated Capital Improvement Plan millage has been key to our success 
and that model is being replicated elsewhere. We’re seeing more and more benefits every year. The 
Kalamazoo River Valley Trail, Kal-Haven Trail, dedicated bike lanes, public amenities serving non-
motorized and pedestrian users, adaptations by school and non-profit organizations, and others 
continues to play an important role in supporting and encouraging healthy lifestyles and connectedness. 
Connections. That’s key. 

Map 7’s contribution to the 2050 MTP is all about connections. I try to ride at least 100 miles per week 
and can usually find at least one day per month to ride even during the winter. I’ve been retired for 8 
years, so it’s not about commuting for me. That said, you’ll find me on the streets and trails for point-to-
point trips from my south Portage home to places in Van Buren, Calhoun and St. Joseph counties. My 
spouse, Jan, looks for excuses to ride her saddlebag-equipped e-bike to the grocery store. We bike to 
medical appointments, restaurants, the post office, to visit friends and work out at the YMCA. We are 
not atypical. Every week, every month, every year we see more of our neighbors on bikes and recognize 
that motorists are much more aware and respectful as the non-motorized elements are integrated into 
our transportation system. The specificity of Map 7 and its critical characteristics must remain a key 



component of any MTP moving forward. To omit it now would be a big disservice to all who have 
contributed to its creation through public meetings, individual and group research, collaboration with 
like-minded individuals and organizations elsewhere, and - most importantly - those who would benefit 
from its application for decades to come. Bicycle commuting is not for everyone, but it is playing a more 
important role every day. Motorist awareness, improved safety lighting, bright clothing, 3-5 foot 
clearance distance ordinances, traffic calming, protected and marked crosswalks, increased education 
and greater awareness by motorists is fueling the movement. 

Much of the work has already been done, which you know. Although signage is not universal and 
consistent, it is out there. Let’s keep adding and improving. For years, I have lobbied for and provided 
personal financial support for wayfinding upgrades on the Downtown Kalamazoo Bikeway. They still 
have a way to go, but it’s moving in the right direction. Map 7 provides a much clearer picture of what 
we’ve accomplished to-date and a catalyst for continuing in the right direction as we advance our plans. 
Leadership has always been a hallmark trait for local planners and visionaries. You know that many local 
governments and communities are on-board. They’ve evidenced their support not only through 
resolutions, but by past, present and future funding. Neighborhood groups, community associations, 
bicycle clubs and ad-hoc supporters are out here working on the very elements reflected in Map 7. Their 
momentum should be acknowledged and supported by your restoration of Map 7 to the plan. It is the 
clearest and most comprehensive depiction of commuter and circulation routes available and needs to 
be retained. 

In closing, I feel it necessary to share anecdotal input. We all have friends, family and neighbors 
associated with WMU, KVCC, Pfizer, Stryker, Bronson and other strong local organizations that have 
demonstrated significant support for non-motorized transportation and commuting, in particular. Each 
of those entities has integrated bicycle circulation, wayfinding and parking on their campuses. An 
individual I met on Burdick Street works at Bronson. He commutes each day by bike from his home in 
Vicksburg and said he can do it 150-200 days per year. He’s incentivized by a cash stipend from his 
employer and an enclosed storage unit for his bike! The new Stryker campus south of Romence between 
Portage Road and Lovers Lane is crisscrossed with non-motorized pathways and bike lanes. Both Stryker 
and Pfizer have provided easements to the City or Portage for construction of Portage Bikeway elements 
that serve the community and their employees. And there’s no question that both WMU and KVCC 
prioritize the use of bikes across their many campuses. Of course, the business and residential 
properties that cater to those campuses follow their lead and include bike facilities, as well. I could go 
on, but you get the picture. 

Megan, let’s get Map 7 back into the 2050 Plan. Thank you for your consideration and support.” 

 

Paul Rennels 

“The Kalamazoo area and KATS in particular has such a wonderful opportunity to progressively plan 
multi-modal transportation options for the future.  Somehow, the emphasis in the NME section, all 
reference to Map 7, which was part of the 2045 plan has been omitted from the draft 2050 plan.  While 
this may have been an oversight, the potential deletion of this conceptual plan for bikeways and multi-
use paths would be inexcusable.  The subcommittee must re-evaluate the need for this critical 
transportation mode and include it in the 2050 plan for non-motorized vehicles.  It is important not just 



for point-to-point transportation, but use of bicycles and other non-motorized modes of travel are 
increasing, not decreasing.  NME's as part of the overall transportation plan are environmentally 
friendly, promote healthier lifestyles, and promote recreation in our region.  I strongly support inclusion 
of Map 7 and its attendant documentation in the 2050 KATS plans.” 

 

Jamie Harmon 
City of Portage 

 
“Here are some comments I have on the non-motorized maps: 

·         Stryker Way has existing bike lanes and non-motorized path – map 6 shows proposed trail, map 2 
does not include bike lanes 

·         The only signed non-motorized regional route in Portage is Oakland from Kilgore to Romence – 
several other locations are shown but do not exist currently 

·         Map 2 – Shared use path on north side of Zylman Avenue from Cox’s to Sprinkle is existing 

·         Map 3 – sidewalk does not exist on Angling Road, Vanderbilt, Osterhout or Mandigo entire lengths 

·         Map 6 – some locations show solid line and not dashed, not sure if this is intentional; non-
motorized path and shoulder proposed on Mandigo but only shoulder feasible due to swamp – should 
remove the proposed path 

·         Map 2A – shoulders and bike boulevard colors are too similar and cannot distinguish, sharrows 
have same color as signed regional routes, several locations in Portage shown as signed regional routes 
but Oakland is only one.” 

 

Sarah Moyer-Cale 
Village of Paw Paw 

“I would like to express my support for the 2050 Metropolitan Transportation Plan – Non motorized 
element. It is clear that the subcommittee and the KATS team put a great deal of time and consideration 
into the draft. Splitting the contents of what was known as Map 7 from the 2045 plan into other maps 
that show the “existing”/signed and “planned”/unsigned routes is very helpful for communicating what 
has already been accomplished and what still needs our focus. However, it may be beneficial to retitle 
all of the maps to avoid confusion as many stakeholders are used to referring to Map 7. Thank you for all 
of your efforts to further non-motorized transportation options in our region.” 

 

Bill Adams 

“KATS is asking for public comments on its draft Non-Motorized Element.  As the former President of the 
Village of Vicksburg and a former KATS Policy Committee member, I applauded KATS for its leadership 



both in its Complete Streets Policy and in publishing Map 7: Proposed Bike Commuter Routes in its 2045 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan.   

The current draft of the Non-Motorized Element is missing Map 7.  I think Map 7 needs to stay in the 
2050 Plan as its own map.  I want to be able to easily see the progress Vicksburg and the surrounding 
communities are making in signing these special routes.  The other draft maps don't show the progress 
in mapping these transportation oriented bicycle routes clearly enough.  If KATS wants to maintain its 
leadership in non-motorized planning, it should keep Map 7 as a separate map in the 2050 Non-
Motorized Element.” 

 

Jen Johnson 
Bike Friendly Kalamazoo Board Member 

 
“It was recently brought to my attention that Map 7 was not included in the 2050 KATS Metro 
Transportation Plan.  I believe it should carry over from the 2045 plan. My point of view is that the 
regional bike routes are not prominent enough in the current version because of a number of other 
items included on the map. I look to KATS to be leaders in non-motorized transportation!  Map 7 is 
important in that regard.” 

 

 



 

 

 

June  29, 2021 

 

Dear Staff and Policy, Technical and Advisory Committee Members of the Kalamazoo Area 

Transportation Study, 

 

The following public comments are offered in the most respectful manner for consideration. The 

convention of starting every recommendation with a phrase such as “Please respectfully 

consider,” or “I suggest” will not be repeated (too much), but please assume that they are 

included by reference in all cases.  These comments do not include a careful proofreading for 

typos and grammatical recommendations.   

  

The comments apply to the PDF Draft Version of the KATS Non-Motorized Element (NME) 

found in the link at https://katsmpo.files.wordpress.com/2021/04/2050-mtp-non-motorized-

element-draft.pdf; file title Microsoft Word - KATS NM Draft 10-13-2015; footer date: Prepared 

March 2021.  Public comment on the draft NME has been requested by the Kalamazoo Area 

Transportation Study (KATS).  In response we offer the following observations, hoping they will 

be viewed in the helpful constructive spirit they are offered.   

 

The observations are divided into two sections: an Introduction and Specific Suggestions. 

 

Introduction 

 

The precedent-setting transportation-oriented Map 7 regional bike route network from the 2045 

KATS Metropolitan Plan is missing in this version of the Non-Motorized Element.  Further, all 

mention of Map 7 are missing, making it impossible to conveniently find it within this iteration 

of the 2050 draft.  Both omissions create a serious gap in continuity between and raise questions 

that are not answered in this 2050 draft.  The gaps and unanswered questions, if left unaddressed, 

could easily be construed as de-constructive and needlessly exclusive in nature (however 

unintentional such an effect might be) vs. the constructive and inclusive impressions that 

accompanied the creation and adoption of Map 7 in the first place.   

 

As a backdrop to the recommendations for how Map 7 should be treated in the 2050 Non-

Motorized Element, it may be helpful to recall some recent history.   

 

The 2050 Non-Motorized Element will be brought for consideration in 2021, five years after this 

country’s worst bicycle-motorist crash in history -- known for too long as the Kalamazoo Bicycle 

Tragedy.  Since June 7, 2016, together with many civic leaders and stakeholders, Bike Friendly 

Kalamazoo has been working very hard to rebuild this area’s reputation, using Map 7 as a major 

component in this worthy effort.  Many miles in the regional bike route network have already 

been signed as the Southwest Michigan Bikeway in the cities of Portage, Kalamazoo and in a 

number of townships.   

 

  

Bike Friendly Kalamazoo 
PO Box 22 
Portage, MI   49081-0022 
 
Helping to make our greater community even more bicycle friendly 

https://katsmpo.files.wordpress.com/2021/04/2050-mtp-non-motorized-element-draft.pdf
https://katsmpo.files.wordpress.com/2021/04/2050-mtp-non-motorized-element-draft.pdf
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In some respects plans for Map 7 (that is, the Southwest Michigan Bikeway, or SWMB), 

together with the many developments seen in other named non-motorized networks such as the 

Kalamazoo River Valley Trail, The Portage Bikeway, etc.) continue to symbolize all that is 

creative and positive in a noteworthy non-motorized transportation plan. The SWMB 

deliberately sets out to connect all the named municipalities and institutions of higher learning in 

the KATS metropolitan planning organization and articulates the guidelines for its planning so 

that others can do the same.  KATS has the ongoing opportunity to supporting positive steps 

toward showing we have come together as a community and are determined to bring light into 

the darkness in every way we can, including through our non-motorized plans, by retaining Map 

7 in the 2050 Non-Motorized Element. 

 

KATS has an opportunity to close the gap created by the absence of all mention or illustration of 

Map 7 / SWMB in a constructive and inclusive fashion that should be easy to address if KATS 

keeps its mission in mind and has the courage to act on it, simply by following the same rationale 

that included Map 7 in the first place -- as an intentionally planned transportation oriented bike 

route network that illustrates the preferred connections among an explicitly specified list of 

municipalities and institutions of higher learning within its metropolitan planning organization.   

 

In the 2050 Non-Motorized Element, KATS also has a chance to advance the body of knowledge 

in the field of transportation planning by including Map 7 together with documentation -- such as 

will follow in the new Appendix suggested in these comments -- that will help others plan 

similar networks, and connect Map 7’s named trip-generators with others outside of the KATS 

MPO. 

 

Ask yourselves the question, which is more consistent with the policies and spirit of non-

motorized progress embodied in the precedent-setting 2045 Non-Motorized Element: eliminating 

plans for the Southwest Michigan Bikeway (Map 7) and any reference to it, when it is most 

likely the largest, most ambitious plan for a transportation-oriented non-motorized bike route 

network in Michigan (and probably well beyond), or is keeping it more consistent with KATS 

non-motorized policies and creative positive spirit?  Which is more in keeping with the spirit of  

smart non-motorized planning: A) articulating the logic and rationale for how it was and is being 

planned and can be extended, or is it B) failing to provide its operational definition so that its 380 

centerline miles of destination oriented civic bike route trunk line connections cannot be 

distinguished from recreational routes that appear out of nowhere, provide no direction at key 

turns, and give bicyclists no clue as to where they are going? 

 

In this draft of the NME, the very strong reasons for Map 7’s initial inclusion have not been 

offset by a written rationale for removing it.  The reason for its initial inclusion are implied by its 

very presence and by what it depicted in the 2045 NME.  As a body, as defined in the Appendix 

in the 2045 Non-Motorized Element, KATS wanted a transportation oriented map of proposed 

bike routes that efficiently connected the municipalities and institutions of higher learning named 

in the 2045 plan.  Map 7 illustrated the 75 or so most preferred routes, chosen from 

approximately 400 possible connections.  Destinations among individual recreational 

destinations, single neighborhoods, and shopping centers were deliberately excluded by KATS, 

as were routes that might be popular for personal fitness or often used by bicycle clubs (whose 

members carry GPS devices whose track files permit generation of popular heat maps). 
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So, on the one hand although there are literally no reasons for its absence in this current draft, on 

the other hand, the above reasons and scores of additional reasons for continuing to include the 

Southwest Michigan Bikeway as an illustration have emerged since its original publication, all 

arguing for its inclusion at some level.   

 

These new and emerging reasons include but are not limited to the formation of the Kalamazoo 

Region Bike Route Committee, a group dedicated to its implementation as a regional destination-

oriented bikeway, resolutions by of a number of municipalities supporting its implementation, 

letters of support from many additional stakeholders, including Discover Kalamazoo, a written 

plan on the part of the Road Commission of Kalamazoo County to sign Map 7 as the Southwest 

Michigan Bikeway, and Map 7’s inclusion in MDOT’s region-wide 2020 Southwest Michigan 

Non-Motorized Transportation Plan.  Its usefulness is shown by the fact that scores of signs now 

guide riders on Map 7’s routes.   

 

Highlighting these new reasons makes it clear that Map 7 continues to serve as a demonstrably 

useful tool for planning.  In a digital world there it costs nothing more to include it, and it 

subtracts nothing from any of the other maps in this draft.  Keeping its shorthand name, “Map 7,” 
makes reference to the map’s proposed routes as being logical and efficient, plus consistent with 

the community’s support and actions.  Now that Bike Friendly Kalamazoo (BFK), as the 

organizer of Map 7’s development, has achieved status as a 501c3 nonprofit public charitable 

organization, the fact that BFK finds it a useful planning tool for potential projects with a time 

horizon out more than 25 years -- in a world that is growing increasingly aware of the many 

benefits of non-motorized transportation -- may be sufficient reason to continuing to include it.  

Map 7 offers clarity and simplicity: progress toward its completion can easily be seen by using 

two different line types to denote signed/existing vs. proposed. 

 

Summing up, the majority of these suggestions focus on making the original Map 7 in the KATS 

2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan of continued usefulness.  Incorporating them will help 

demonstrate KATS’ awareness of and its appreciation of the bigger picture in which, more and 

more, citizens are asking for connectivity.  Electric motors are giving citizens more options, 

predictably, the use of active transportation is going to increase, as will the range of travel.  

Including Map 7 takes nothing from and does not negate any of the other maps.  KATS can 

easily adopt a win-win approach in its long-term transportation planning.   

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Paul Selden, Chair, Kalamazoo Region Bike Route Committee 

Chair & President, Bike Friendly Kalamazoo 

www.bikefriendlykalamazoo.org 

president@bikefriendlykalamazoo.org 

Helping to make our greater community even more bicycle friendly 

 

 

http://www.bikefriendlykalamazoo.org/
mailto:president@bikefriendlykalamazoo.org
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Specific Suggestions 

 

1.  Develop a consistent version control / file naming convention for the release of 2050 Non-

Motorized Element drafts.  Between the release of the initial 2050 NME for public review and 

the time of the above mentioned download, close observers have been confused by the 

appearance of one and possibly two different versions.  The benefits of version control are too 

numerous to mention here, all aimed at reducing confusion, frustration and the attendant waste of 

time.   

 

2.  Appendices in the 2045 NME could be carried over into the 2050 NME or cited for further 

reference and/or the rationale for NOT carrying them over should be explained in a “major 

changes” section.  Doing both is in keeping with sound editorial practice and would be aid to 

continuity.   

 

3.  An additional Appendix will be presented in a separate comment entitled “Approaches to 

Developing Regional / Community-Wide Bike Route Connectivity.” 

 

4.  If KATS feels that Map 7 should be carried over into the 2050 NME, it should be included in 

the Table of Contents.   

 

5.  If KATS feels that Map 7 should NOT be included in the 2050 NME, an acceptable sufficient 

reason for not including it should be articulated in the 2050 NME.  Together with such a 

rationale, at the very least, a depiction of Map 7 from the 2045 NME (“Map 7: 2045”) should be 

included as an illustration or figure in the 2050 NME to assist with understanding that rationale.  

 

6.  An example of an editorial comment explaining the changes that might be satisfactory:  

 

“Notable changes from the 2045 MTP include updates to planned and proposed facilities.  

Routing in Map 7: Proposed Commuter Bike Routes in the 2045 Plan (“Map 7: 2045”) is largely 

incorporated in Maps x, y z within the maps and noted in the legends as “Regional Routes.”  The 

2050 Plan reaffirms the usefulness of Map 7: 2045 in the same way that maps of the current 

Kalamazoo River Valley Trail, The Portage Bikeway and The Vicksburg Recreational Trail and 

their planned extensions are useful.  Many agencies and municipalities have plans and policies 

referring to Map 7: 2045 by name, and some, including MDOT, have expressed a goal of 

connecting destinations in the KATS MPO to those outside it.  For this reason, and so as not to 

give the appearance of KATS diminishing other authoritative sources, further comments about 

developing regional bike route networks are presented in Appendix X.”   
 

7.  In Map 2 it is difficult to tell the difference between the different types of facilities 

represented, especially between Sharrows and Signed Regional Routes, which are both blue.  If 

the technology exists to allow layering the different types of facilities, the reader could turn them 

on and off selectively.  

 

8. In Map 2, it is difficult to tell where the Existing Regional Routes are when they are 

overlapped by Bike Lanes, as in the case on Oakland Drive and Lovers Lane.   
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9.  In Map 2, some of the Signed Regional Routes are shown.  For example, on Lovers Lane, 

Portage has Southwest Michigan Bikeway signs between Romence and Center.  A stretch 

between 12
th

 St between Q Av and Parkview may be similarly signed, etc.  There may be many 

more bike lanes in the KATS MPO than are shown on this map. 

 

10.  In Map 3, there may be an under-reporting of sidewalks (that are not illustrated).  This is an 

observation apparently confirmed in the text and so may be redundant. 

 

11.  On page 6, the convention of introducing a new general topic immediately following a new 

section heading suggests there should be an introduction immediately under the new heading 

“Boosts The Economy.” This is apparently a heading that encompasses the next three section 

headings.  Example: “Non-Motorized Transportation boosts the economy in at least three ways, 

by [name them here].” 
 

12.  On page 7, especially given the growing awareness as to how much people’s mental health 

has suffered during the pandemic, the “Improves Health” section can acknowledge the 

importance of mental health by changing the title to read “Improves Physical and Mental Health” 
and/or by introducing the topic with a sentence such as, “Walking or bicycling to work, school, 

or for pleasure is a convenient way people can incorporate exercise into their daily lives and 

improve their physical and mental health.” 
 

13.  Beginning on page 10 and continuing onto page 11, the section entitled “Coordination 

Among Multiple Users” should be re-cast to elevate the commentary and reduce what can be 

interpreted as undocumented hearsay that inadvertently smears certain groups.  Nowhere in this 

document is there an offsetting balance of commentary that portrays how non-motorized 

advocates may feel about agencies that have espoused disdain for non-motorized perspectives.   

 

Here is a suggestion that may illuminate the above point: 

 

“Another major impediment to planning for non‐motorized transportation is the lack of a unified 

public sentiment and a shared understanding of contemporary standards and guidelines for a 

particular form of facility.  The use of certain facilities in certain situations is the subject of an 

emerging body of research and field-tested recommendations, not always well understood by all 

parties in a given discussion.  

 

“This lack of common understanding surfaces from time to time when some vocal proponents 

within groups of bicycle enthusiasts, the disabled community, rails‐to‐trails advocates, advocates 

of throughput-based models of vehicular movement, and others, each petition and argue for the 

primacy of “their” type of non‐motorized or motorized facility and against others. Other voices 

take a “my way or the highway” approach vs. displaying a willingness to discuss alternatives in a 

cooperative manner.  Conversations at local agency meetings feature opinions such as those in 

favor of bicycle lanes being 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 
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transit. Other proponents would like to do away with non-motorized spending entirely, on the 

grounds that fixing the roads is of such importance that no funds whatsoever should be allocated 

to widening shoulders or adding bike lanes.   

 

“The variety of non‐motorized forms demanded by different groups may be daunting to certain 

municipalities as they choose where to prioritize limited resources and to agencies that have not 

yet learned that failing to provide such non-motorized facilities creates further structural 

impediments for including them both now and into the future.  Such false dilemmas may be 

especially prevalent where community advocates, staff and policy makers have not received a 

contemporary level of training in how to plan non-motorized in the context of motorized 

facilities, such as provided by the excellent programs offered through MDOT.   

 

“On the other hand, more municipalities, agencies and non-profits are coming to recommend a 

balanced view based on context sensitivity and the principles associated with a Complete Streets 

based approach.   

 

“In many ways these discussions are no different than any other discussion of how to prioritize 

any limited resources and should not be used as a justification for not building non-motorized 

facilities at all.  Plans such as this Non-Motorized Element can help resolve such dilemmas by 

presenting a menu from which prevailing authorities can choose, budgets permitting, gradually 

providing for the interests of all legitimate users of the roads and their right of ways, over time.” 
 

[KATS can provide an educational benefit to help resolve such differences by adding the 

following:] 

 

“Prevailing authorities such as the US Department of Transportation the Michigan Department of 

Transportation, the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 

[AASHTO] and the National Association of City Transportation Officials [NACTO] do not 

recommend a single “one size fits all” approach, at least with regard to bicycling facilities: many 

options are available, scaled to fit the context and within the bounds of fiscal prudence.  Such 

authorities suggest starting with a design goal that accommodates “all ages and abilities,” but 

offer a variety of designs if it becomes clear that this aspirational goal cannot be reasonably 

achieved [see for example, AASHTO’s Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, Fourth 

Edition, pp 2-17 through 2-20].   

 

“A somewhat different but nonetheless significant impediment that this Plan can help overcome 

is a relative lack of experience and agreement about cooperative methods for developing 

regionalized networks of transportation facilities among the many jurisdictions and agencies 

whose borders and authorities overlap and connect and the stakeholders relying on such 

networks for transportation.  An agreed-upon network, with operational defined purposes, nodes 

and connections among borders, and method for its extension to other municipalities/trip 

generators can make it easier to build upon over time as resources permit.”  
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14.  In the section entitled Bike Routes on page 15, KATS can avoid inadvertently seeming to 

overturn prevailing use and recommendations within AASHTO/NACTO by changing the last 

line to read:  

 

“Within the KATS MPO area, bicycle routing is viewed as a cost-effective alternative to infra‐
structure improvements in low population and in carefully selected urban areas.  Although 

bicycle routing is a wayfinding aid that does not mandate that there be a specific level of 

infrastructure present at the time, might suggest opportunities for the most advantageous place(s) 

for infrastructure improvement in the future, however distant that may seem at the time.” 
 

KATS can offer an educational reminder by adding as a last line to this section, “A large number 

of signs are available for designating bike routes.” 

 

15.   On page 13, knowing how difficult it must have been to work under the burdens brought 

about by COVID 19, I suggest slightly rewording the beginning of the second paragraph under 

the section entitled Existing Non‐Motorized Facilities and adding a third paragraph: 

 

“KATS staff works to maintain and update the non‐motorized facility maps on a regular basis. 

However, given the challenges brought about by COVID 19, and the many handoffs that are 

necessary in our partially manual processes when our computer systems are not using the same 

databases as the agencies and municipalities in our MPO, practical constraints limit we can 

illustrate and keep up to date.  The level of detail in recording the location of facilities varies 

from community to community, and our ability to incorporate information relayed to us in a cost-

effective manner has been impinged during the pandemic.  In addition, 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. 

 

“Those caveats aside, for planning purposes, the regional map on the following pages, Map 2: 

Existing Non-Motorized Facilities, and “Map 2A: Existing Facilities in Urban Core” depicts 

KATS’s current 2021 existing non‐motorized facilities inventory for our area.  Map 3: Existing 

Urban Area Sidewalks immediately follows these two.” 
 

16.  Suggest editing the following two sections on page 18 to read as follows, for the sake of 

completeness and public education. 

 

“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 5 for a graphic estimation of the location of some of these popular destinations. Some 

are listed as a destination because they serve as a regional nodal gateway in the KATS MPO to 

other destinations outside the KATS MPO such as the Village of Athens. 

 

“Trip distance ‐ The majority of walking trips are less than a mile long and bicycling trips are 

generally less than five miles. This is mentioned from a transportation point of view, but because 

bicycling has also been mentioned above with respect to health, it is worth mentioning that 
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cyclists ride much greater distance to achieve their fitness goals, and as a source of economic 

benefit, bike related tourism oriented rides and events can span hundreds of miles.” 
 

17.  On page 18, there may be a word or two missing in this line, making the meaning of the last 

clause unclear.  Perhaps the words in brackets may be getting at the author’s meaning: 

“Once local projects are included in the KATS Transportation Improvement Program with 

federal funding, the project scope is difficult to change, [so] including non-motorized features in 

the project scope [is] paramount.  

 

18.  Map 6 is missing a number of the bike routes found in Map 7: 2045, which Map has been 

depicted in the MDOT’s Southwest Regional Plan and has been incorporated by reference or 

direct mention in a number of municipalities, thus justifying the inclusion of all Map 7’s routes in 

one form or another, based on the same explicitly articulated rationale for their inclusion as the 

other facilities.  These missing routes have been included in RCKC’s plans as previously shared 

with KATS, and to our knowledge has not be changed at their policy making level.  Bike 

Friendly Kalamazoo and the Kalamazoo Region Bike Route Committee are stakeholders 

working toward a funding path for the entire network, and so also are justified in requesting that 

KATS make mention of all of Map 7’s routes in this version of the NME.  The gaps in the 

destination-to-destination routing should be restored for all the reasons just stated.  Specifically, 

in the case of Maps 6 and 6a, the missing routes should be added to those maps as Proposed 

Signed Regional Routes.   

 

For all the reasons previously mentioned it would be much easier to keep track of progress in 

signing the routes in Map 7: 2045 if it were included in this Non-Motorized Element as such.  

The legends could read Planned and/or Current Regional Bike Routes as the case may be, and 

would be much easier to understand at a glance than what we see in the current Map 6 and 6a. 

 

19.  In this iteration of the Non-Motorized Element, KATS can use this opportunity to elevate the 

introduction of the routes (whether they are called Proposed Signed Regional Routes, or not), 

with an appropriate introduction defining the meaning of the Regional Bike Route network in 

objective terms.  Verbiage drawn from the following is suggested, renaming Map 7 at the same 

time: 

 

Map 7, “Regional Bike Transportation Network," illustrates a regional transportation-oriented 

bikeway whose network connects named municipal and educational destinations (trip generators) 

in a set of node-to-node trunk lines connecting major population centers.  It is now being signed 

as the Southwest Michigan Bikeway (SWMB).  Map 7’s design principles and development 

process are outlined in detail in Appendix X.  Proposed Facilities represent a high level planning 

guide for project implementation and their inclusion does not guarantee funding.  

 

A major purpose of Map 7 is to help the MPO identify regionally significant priority projects and 

to enhance the cooperation and coordination between jurisdictions for facility development (e.g., 

bike lanes, widened shoulders, appropriate lane marking and signage, connections between 

specified nodes, etc.).  Changes in routing, facility type, location, and local priority will change 

as proposed projects move towards implementation.   
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Map 7 will be retained in the Metropolitan Transportation from edition to edition, given its 

ability to highlight the bikeway’s nature as a proposed regional network of bicycle route trunk 

lines and its ability to show progress toward its signage and implementation, thus facilitating 

coordination within KATS’ MPO as well as among interested parties outside the KATS MPO.   

A convenient interactive Google Maps version of Map 7 that shows each of the route names may 

be found by clicking here.  

 

[Comment: The legend can easily use dashed or solid lines, or even different colors to denote 

which segments have been signed.  As was agreed in our last NME meeting Map 7 can show 

progress toward completion, enhancing its ability to facilitate prioritization.] 

 

20.  On page 37, the current introductory sentence may be inadvertently repeating an inaccurate, 

oversimplified and unhelpful half-truth. 

 

“The primary deterrent to developing infrastructure for non‐motorized modes of transportation is 

cost.” 
 

This declarative statement is offered as a dogmatic and absolute fact vs. an assumption, is 

without citation, and without admitting even the slightest possibility that it could be erroneous.  

Since everything having to do with transportation facilities has a cost, the primary deterrents are 

just as likely to be related to matters of policy, the inertia inherent in all systems, a reluctance to 

change the balance of who and what gets rewarded and punished in the status quo, biases built 

into decision-making stages, design skill, education as to what constitutes good complete streets 

design, prioritization of budgets, etc.  Since federal funding is available for non-motorized 

facilities, the root causes might be much more complex that this essentially negative statement 

suggests. 

 

KATS has the opportunity to project its leadership in this area by reminding the reader of the 

long-standing inequity and deleterious effects that arise from prioritizing high-speed motorized 

vehicular transportation over all others needs, and the need to complete the streets for all users.  

Starting with the negative runs the risk of perpetuating the previous prioritization.  I don’t think 

KATS intends to do this, so suggest the following: 

 

“There are a number of funding options for non-motorized transportation.  

 

“A primary consideration when developing infrastructure for non‐motorized modes of 

transportation is a balance of the projected non-motorized benefits vs. their cost.” 
 

21.  This same introductory paragraph on page 37 seems not to mention facilities for pedestrians 

and those who require assistive devices, but it does mention bicycles: 

“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.” 
 

Is mention of other non-motorized users missing? 

 

https://www.google.com/maps/d/u/0/viewer?mid=1MzKE10PUYpUARB-SPKc24VMtr6SvW7cs&ll=42.245096834551404%2C-85.6132484&z=11


10 - Draft 2050 NME Suggestions   June 29, 2021 
 

22.  On page 44, the Kalamazoo River Valley Trail is mentioned by name, making this reviewer 

wonder whether other named networks such as The Portage Bikeway, have received federal 

funds that might also be mentioned in the funding sources section. 

 

23.  On page 46, punctuation is missing in the line ending “(regional plan*).”  In addition, it is 

worth noting the following, perhaps with an asterisk as per the recommended punctuation:  

 

*Of note in this plan is its identification of potential bike network corridors linking the counties, 

which may provide ideas for extension of regional bike routes illustrated in this Non-Motorized 

Elements. 

 

24.  I don’t know where this line might fit best, but I found this chart useful, so suggest adding a 

citation for it somewhere in this section:   

 

Table of US Department of Transportation Pedestrian and Bicycle Funding Opportunities: 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/funding/funding_opportunities.cfm 

 

25.  On page 46, given that it is the plan for what may be the largest bike route network in 

Michigan, it makes sense to add the Kalamazoo Region Bike Route Committee’s most recent 

implementation plan to the list of area plans: Southwest Michigan Bikeway (KATS “Map 7”) 
Implementation Plan  
 

26.  What follows is the previously mentioned additional Appendix, intended both to 

operationally define the process used to map the regional bike route network; it would help 

others design regional bike route networks, showing KATS’ leadership in the field.   

 

The Appendix is new, and not simply a reprint of everything that was included in the 2045 NME.  

Depending on how KATS chooses to treat the subject, if it decides to keep Map 7: 2045, some or 

all what follows could be used.  Or, if not kept, “Map 7” below could be referred to as “Map 7: 

204,5” a somewhat less useful possibility introduced at the beginning of these comments.  Either 

way this Appendix should be included because as mentioned above, it clarifies the planning 

process in a way that may be helpful to others, and uplifts the level of professional commentary 

by making the operational definitions involved in Map 7’s development. 

 

Appendix X – Regional Bike Route Development Process 

 

Definitions 

 

The route network illustrated in Map 7 can be operationally defined as an interdependent 

collection of the most preferred* transportation- oriented bikeway trunk lines that connect the 

specifically defined list of Map 7 destinations with their adjacent neighbors.  To ensure cross-

jurisdictional connectivity, the bikeway trunk lines cross between jurisdictions at agreed-upon 

border connections.  This agreed-upon list of destinations (Exhibit A) is limited to municipalities 

and institutions of higher learning, based on a rationale that included their transportation-

orientation and permanence as trip generators.  The destinations serve as hubs in the network, 

whose spokes then radiate to their adjacent neighbors’ hubs in a radial design. 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/funding/funding_opportunities.cfm
https://bikefriendlykalamazoo.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/SouthwestMIBikewayImplementationPlanv210420.pdf
https://bikefriendlykalamazoo.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/SouthwestMIBikewayImplementationPlanv210420.pdf
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Most routes connect to a single agreed-upon node within a destination.  In a limited set of cases 

(noted in Exhibit A), population and commercial densities justify definition of more than one 

node connected by a within-jurisdiction circulator (a “loop” or “beltway”) or a cross-town route 

(a “beltline”).  Like an interstate highway system, Map 7’s routes connect to such intra-

jurisdictional circulators via the closest agreed-upon node on the circulator/beltline.   

 

Destinations along Map 7’s perimeter offer potentially convenient and easy to understand 

regional connections. 

 

The above definition and design characteristics optimize efficiency and reduce the number of 

network miles.  This is because Map 7 does not attempt to directly connect every destination 

with every other; it does not attempt to connect all possible permutations and combinations.  Any 

given node is most likely to connect to non-adjacent nodes through their closest adjacent 

neighbor, except in the rare cases where doing so would greatly increase the trip distance.  

 

Since Map 7 was adopted, a number of jurisdictions have explicitly integrated the routes into 

their own non-motorized planning.  Bike Friendly Kalamazoo maintains an updated list of such 

plans on its www.bikefriendlykalamazoo.org website. 

 

*The word “preferred” is further defined based on the list of considerations detailed in Exhibit B. 

 

A Comment on Route Density 

 

In some cases, on the surface there are places on Map 7 where the trunk lines may seem to be 

“too close together,” or “too many,” or both.  Appearances can be deceiving for at least three 

reasons.  First, routes that are miles apart from each other may appear closer or farther apart 

depending on the scale of the map when sized smaller or larger.   When other factors are equal, 

transportation-oriented bicyclists tend to prefer shorter vs longer routes.  Second, in a small 

number of cases, alternative routes are deliberately mapped (and so designated in their naming 

conventions) between two hubs.  One or the other alternative might become more desirable over 

time, perhaps depending on removal of an impediment of some sort (such as adding bike lanes 

on a bridge over I-94).  Third, in some cases the defined municipal hubs are located within a 

relatively large sparsely populated area such that the most efficient route must make use of closer 

intermediate hubs while trying to avoid lengthy detours.  Fourth, constraints such as the absence 

of an intervening destination, or the presence of a bridge or other natural barrier means that some 

routes appear to crisscross an area “too much,” when in fact they are the most direct connections 

between the named destinations.  This latter appearance may be especially noticeable in the four 

townships of Kalamazoo County to the immediate east of Kalamazoo and Portage.   

 

The Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study (KATS) released the Non-Motorized Element 

component of its 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan on October 29, 2015.  The KATS 

Metropolitan Transportation Plan incorporating this Element was adopted on May 26, 2016.  

Between late 2015 and early 2016 Bike Friendly Kalamazoo’s participants, including the 

individuals listed in Exhibit D voted to give Map 7’s route network a more familiar name, the 

“Southwest Michigan Bikeway” to facilitate uniform signage.  Since then, policies at county, 

http://www.bikefriendlykalamazoo.org/
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municipal and Act 51 agency levels have adopted or endorsed that name for use in wayfinding 

signage.   

 

Stretches of Map 7 that bear wayfinding signs bearing the Southwest Michigan Bikeway name 

are illustrated in Map 7 as solid lines; stretches remaining to be signed are dashed lines [or using 

different colors]. 

 

The remainder of this Appendix outlines the systematic, community-oriented process and 

principles by which Map 7 were developed in more detail.  The description facilitates signage, 

regardless of the many other types of bike facilities or bike route wayfinding that may be 

developed within the control of responsible agencies. 

 

Exhibit A: List of Destinations 

 

In alphabetical order, Map 7’s bike routes connect the following destinations within the KATS 

metropolitan planning organization (MPO).  Many of them provide connecting gateways to other 

transportation-oriented destinations outside the KATS 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). 
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*Contains intra-jurisdictional trunk line collector: a “ring route,” “beltway” or “beltline” 
 

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.   

 

The community owes a great deal of thanks to the individuals who contributed to this effort, 

whose work is gratefully acknowledged.   The names of the many individuals representing most 

of the most actively involved agencies/jurisdictions are listed in Appendix F, Exhibit A of the 

KATS 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan). 

 

Exhibit B: Design Considerations and Process 

 

Bike routes chosen for submission to KATS represent a balanced judgement, weighing a large 

number of factors at various stages of the process.  It is suggested that changes to Map 7 include 

them, as well. 

 

Design Guides and Standards 

 

These considerations included, but were not limited to those found in reference works such as: 

 

AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 4th Ed.  
Best Design Practices for Walking and Bicycling in Michigan 

Road Commission of Kalamazoo County Non-Motorized Facilities Policy   
Michigan Design Manual (for Road Design)    
Michigan Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices 

Traffic Control Devices For Bicycle Facilities (MMUTDC Part 9)   
Southwest Michigan Planning Commission (various plans and guides). 

 

Design Factors 

 

Considerations include, but were not limited to factors such as:  

 

 Safety 

 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) 

https://bookstore.transportation.org/collection_detail.aspx?ID=116
http://mdotcf.state.mi.us/public/tands/Details_Web/mdot_research_report.pdf
http://www.kcrc-roads.com/userfiles/kcrc/file/Engineering/Non%20Motorized%20Policy%201-28-14%20Final.pdf
http://mdotcf.state.mi.us/public/design/files/englishroadmanual/erdm12.pdf
http://mdotcf.state.mi.us/public/tands/plans.cfm
http://mdotcf.state.mi.us/public/tands/Details_Web/mmutcdpart9_2011.pdf
http://www.swmpc.org/trails_2.asp
http://www.swmpc.org/trails_2.asp
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 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 “heat maps” of bicyclist use) 

 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 most preferred routes were clear “winners.” 
 

Design Process 

 

The transportation & commuter bike routes were initially 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 engineering standards and guidelines 

- existing printed maps 

- local non-motorized plans 

- “Heat Maps” of preferred routes 

- defined, transportation-oriented to/from nodes 

- population densities and ease of access-points 

- other documented resources 

- refinement of routes to select the single most preferred route connecting adjacent nodes 

- agreement on intermediate nodes / “border crossings” between adjacent governmental 

borders.  

 

Additional authoritative resources are listed on Bike Friendly Kalamazoo’s online “Resources” 
tab (for example, technical standards and guidelines).   

 

Beginning in 2012, 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 
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forming their judgements as they became known and available.   

 

Approximately 400 versions/alternative bike routes were generated, reviewed and refined into a 

set of about 90 proposed routes submitted to KATS, with approximately 75 included in the 

version adapted. 

 

Key Steps in the Process 

 

Key steps in the systematic route design process begun in 2012 are summarized in this section.  

They are worth including in this Plan to suggest an open, systematic process for changes to Map 

7 as the network is implemented and as conditions change that make choices among alternative 

routes more preferable.  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.   

 

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 transportation-oriented 

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 KAT MPO.  Further efforts were focused on commuter bike route mapping, leading 

to Map 7’s name of “Proposed Bike Commuter Routes” when first published. 

http://bikefriendlykalamazoo.org/trails-routes/
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4. Since to our knowledge the attempt to establish such a comprehensive transportation-

oriented bike route network was the first of its type within the KATS MPO, the effort limited 

itself to connecting permanent trip generators in jurisdictions with easy to identify to/from 

“centers,” or points of connection, where such “nodes” or hubs were spaced far enough apart to 

warrant separate and independent to/from routes.   

 

The resultant 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 transportation-oriented routes could easily play a major role as trunk lines off of 

which more local shopping, recreational and civic (e.g., local destinations such as libraries, 

parks, town halls, etc. ).  The benefits of bicycling for basic transportation whether to commute 

or perform errands in turn offers the many collateral benefits listed elsewhere in this Plan (e.g., 

related to personal fitness, energy independence and savings, reduction of pollution, personal 

enjoyment/recreation, etc.).   In other words, these transportation-oriented bike routes offer great 

flexibility and will undoubtedly serve the community in many ways beyond their initial nominal 

designation in the 2045 Plan 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, adjustment and 

conversion into .kml files.   

 

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 for the 2045 Plan the finer points of routing were 

conducted in close consultation with 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; at this stage 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 

http://www.ridewithgps.com/
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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, eliminated routes that passed relatively close to an intervening 

destination were eliminated.  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. 

 

Exhibit C: Individuals Participating in Naming Map 7, “Southwest Michigan Bikeway” 

 

For purposes of signing the trunk lines on Map 7 in order to distinguish them from others and 

thus to assist in wayfinding, the following individuals collaborated between 2015 and 2016 and 

arrived at a mutually-agreeable name for the network as a whole.   

 

 Lee Adams, Director, Southcentral Michigan Planning Council, Upjohn Institute for 

Employment Research 

 Chris Barnes, Director of Transportation & Utilities, City of Portage 

 Deb Buchholtz, Commissioner, Road Commission of Kalamazoo County 

 Larry Hummel, Highway Engineer-Manager/Department of Public Works Director 

 Joanna Johnson, Managing Director, Road Commission of Kalamazoo County 

 Rebekah Kik, City Planner, City of Kalamazoo 

 Kendall Klingelsmith, Director of Parks, Recreation & Senior Citizen Services, City 

of Portage 

 Larry Nielsen, Manager, Village of Paw Paw 

 David Rachowicz, Director of Parks and County Expo Center, Kalamazoo County 

 Ron Reid, Supervisor, Kalamazoo Township 

 Paul Selden, Director of Road Safety, Kalamazoo Bicycle Club/ Founder, Bike 

Friendly Kalamazoo 

 

Since then the Kalamazoo Region Bike Route Committee’s participating Act 51 agencies 

(including MDOT, RCKC, and the cities of Kalamazoo and Portage), Bike Friendly Kalamazoo 

and the Kalamazoo Region Bike Route Committee agreed on a name for the bike route network 

illustrated in Map 7, namely, the Southwest Michigan Bikeway. 
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