
Mt. Pleasant Micropolitan Non-motorized Transportation Plan
Visioning WorkshopVisioning Workshop

Tuesday, March 15, 2011uesday, a c 5, 0

7:00 to 9:00 PM

Isabella County BuildingIsabella County Building 
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Agenda

P j t O i• Project Overview

• Web Survey Findings

G l d Obj ti• Goals and Objectives

• Exercise

• Inventory and Analysis

• Preliminary Network 
Developmentp

• Mt. Pleasant Area Map 
Exercise

• Isabella County Map 
Exercise

• Next Steps

Purpose of the meeting is to introduce the 
project, review survey results, refine goals and 
objectives and review potential non-motorized 

t k
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• Next Steps network



Project Schedule
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Comparison to Peer Cities in Michigan

B d 2000• Based on 2000 
census commute 
to work data

• Michigan cities

• Population   
20,000 - 40,00020,000 40,000

• 1.5% Bike

• 15.9% Walk

• 0.7% Bus

• 18% Don’t drive

• 10% of homes do 
not have a car

The Greenway Collaborative, Inc
Wade Trim
LSL Planning, Inc.



Web Survey (719 Surveys Started, 548 Completed)

50% live in the City of• 50% live in the City of 
Mt. Pleasant

• 11% live in Union Twp

• Participants from every 
township, except 
Coldwater and Wise 
TownshipsTownships

• 9% live outside Isabella 
County

• 20% work at CMU

• 51% work in the City of 
Mt. Pleasant

• 8% work in Union Twp

• 9% work outside 
Isabella Co nt
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Web Survey – Primary mode of transportation

Current Primary Mode of Transportation to Work:Current Primary Mode of Transportation to Work:

• 68.6 % Drive

• 8.0 % Walk%

• 6.5 % Bike

• Much higher walking percentages for education/school trips
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Web Survey – Frequency of Walking and Bicycling

Transportation Trips:Transportation Trips:

• 38% WALK daily or 
weekly

• 24.1% BIKE daily or 
weekly

• 56% said they would y
WALK daily or weekly if 
facilities were available

• 55% said they would y
BIKE Daily or Weekly if 
facilities were available

• Biggest jump would be gg j p
the frequency in 
bicycling
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Web Survey – Current Destinations

P ti i t• Participants were 
asked to identify 
where they 
currently bike orcurrently bike or 
walk to
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Web Survey – Desired Destinations

P ti i t• Participants were 
asked to identify 
where they would 
like to bike or walklike to bike or walk 
to

• There is a strong 
d i tdesire to access 
commercial areas
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Web Survey – Regional Current Destinations

P ti i t• Participants were 
asked to identify 
where they 
currently bike orcurrently bike or 
walk to
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Web Survey – Regional Desired Destinations

P ti i t• Participants were 
asked to identify 
where they would 
like to bike or walklike to bike or walk 
to

• There is a strong 
d i tdesire to access 
the Pere Marquette 
Rail-Trail

The Greenway Collaborative, Inc
Wade Trim
LSL Planning, Inc.



Web Survey

T CTop Concerns:

• Complete 
Sidewalk/roadside 
pathway system (76%)

• Snow and ice removal 
from sidewalks andfrom sidewalks and 
pathways (63%)

• Complete bike lane 
system (59%)system (59%)
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Web Survey – School Age Children

S h l A ChildSchool Age Children:

• 220 respondents with 
school age students

No Children

• Every school was 
represented except 
Seventh Day Adventist Child

62.1%

Seventh Day Adventist 
Elementary

• Potential for 57% of 
respondents with school

Children

37.9%

respondents with school 
age children to walk/bike 
most or some of the time 
to school if a networkto school if a network 
was provided
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Web Survey – School Age Children

T CTop Concerns:

• Lack of sidewalks or 
pathways along the 
main roads (64.2%)

• Signalized intersections 
too busy (47.1%)too busy (47.1%)

• Lack of sidewalks in the 
neighborhoods (44.7%)

• Weather (38.8%)

• Personal security 
concerns (37 8%)concerns (37.8%)
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Web Survey – CMU/MMCC Students

CMU d MMCC St d tCMU and MMCC Students:

• 160 students took filled 
out this section of the Non-students

survey 69.9%

Students

30.1%
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Web Survey – CMU/MMCC Students

CMU MMCC St d tCMU or MMCC Students:

• Approximately half of the respondents use non-motorized transportation 
to get to class

• About 13% of respondents use non-motorized transportation for Errands 
and Shopping Trips

Ab t 18% f d t t i d t t ti f• About 18% of respondents use non-motorized transportation for 
Entertainment Trips
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Web Survey - CMU/MMCC Students

• 46.9% of respondents 
seldom or never use a 
motor vehicle on

37.8%
motor vehicle on 
campus 15.2%

27 4%27.4%

19.5%
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Web Survey - CMU/MMCC Students

• 42.6% more students 
may be likely to walk or 
bike most or some of the 39.3%bike most or some of the 
time if facilities were 
provided

• 60% of the students who
27%

• 60% of the students who 
use their car daily to get 
to school said that they 
would be likely to walk

20.9%

12.9%would be likely to walk 
or bike most or some of 
the time if facilities were 
providedp

The Greenway Collaborative, Inc
Wade Trim
LSL Planning, Inc.



Web Survey - CMU/MMCC Students

T CTop Concerns:

• Lack of sidewalks or 
pathways along the 
main roads (53.2%)

• Weather (45.3%)

Si li d i t ti• Signalized intersections 
too busy (40%)
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Web Survey – Roadside Pathways

A R d id th i• A Roadside pathway is 
used by bicyclists, 
pedestrians and other 
non motorized usersnon-motorized users.  

• It is typically 8 to 10 feet 
wide and located within 
th d i ht fthe road right-of-way.

• 40% of respondents use 
a roadside pathway p y
daily or weekly as a 
pedestrian

• 30% of respondents use30% of respondents use 
a roadside pathway 
daily or weekly as a 
bicyclist

Please indicate how frequently you use a roadside pathway?
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Web Survey – Roadside Pathways

R d id P th tRoadside Pathway top 
concerns:

• Gaps in the system 

• Being hit by motor 
vehicles at intersecting 
driveways and roadwaysdriveways and roadways

• Snow and ice

• Condition of pavementp

The Greenway Collaborative, Inc
Wade Trim
LSL Planning, Inc.



Web Survey – Roadside Pathways

48 7% f d t f t bl h t f t bl• 48.7% of respondents are uncomfortable or somewhat uncomfortable on a 
roadside pathway with frequent intersecting driveways and/or roadways

• 46.8% of respondents are uncomfortable or somewhat uncomfortable on a 
roadside pathway when the pathway is right next to the roadway

Please indicate how frequently you use a roadside pathway?
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Web Survey – Bike Lanes

A Bik L i t l• A Bike Lane is a travel 
lane dedicated to bicycle 
travel where bicycle 
travel the same directiontravel the same direction 
as motorized traffic

• It is designated by 
t ki dpavement markings and 

signs

• Bike lanes are at least 5’ 
wide where there is a 
curb and 4’ wide where 
a curb does not exist

• 18% of respondents use 
a designated bike lane 
daily or weekly
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Web Survey – Bike Lanes

Bik L tBike Lane top concerns:

• Being hit by motor 
vehicles turning into or 
out of driveways or local 
roadways

• Being hit from behind byBeing hit from behind by 
motor vehicle

• Making left turns on 
busy roadwaysbusy roadways
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Web Survey – Bike Lanes

Bik L f t l lBike Lane comfort level:

• 68.7% comfortable or 
somewhat comfortable 
on 2 to 3 lane roads with 
speeds 35 MPH or less

• 65.5% Uncomfortable or65.5% Uncomfortable or 
Somewhat 
Uncomfortable on 2 to 3 
lane roads with speeds p
45 MPH 

• 75.3. % Uncomfortable 
or Somewhator Somewhat 
Uncomfortable on 4 to 5 
lane roads with speeds 
45 MPH and  
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Web Survey – Desired Project Outcomes

T P j t O t U d th t f tl ti dTop Project Outcomes:

• Safety

• More Non motorized

• Used the most frequently mentioned 
project outcomes to draft a plan purpose, 
vision and goals and objectives

• More Non-motorized 
Facilities (Pathways, 
Bike Lanes, Sidewalks)

C ti t• Connections to 
Destinations (Greater 
Mt. Pleasant Area and 
Region)Region)

• More Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Friendly 
Environment
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Draft Goals and Objectives

P f Pl d Vi i G lPurpose of Plan and Vision

The purpose of the plan is to 
identify the non-motorized 

Goals:

1. Provide better Non-motorized 
connectivity

network and the support 
systems necessary for safe 
and convenient non-

t i d t l A th

2. Institute changes that lead to a bicycle 
and pedestrian friendly community

3 I bi l d d t i f tmotorized travel.  As the 
network and systems are 
implemented, it is envisioned 
that this will result in more

3. Improve bicycle and pedestrian safety

4. Advance community healthy 

that this will result in more 
people freely choosing to 
walk and bicycle.  It is further 
envisioned that this will inenvisioned that this will in 
turn lead to a healthier and 
more socially engaged 
community
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Goal #1 – Non-motorized Connectivity

G l #1 Obj tiGoal #1:

• Provide better non-
motorized connectivity

Objectives:

A. Provide non-motorized connections 
between the Mt. Pleasant area and 
regional destinations (such as the Pere-
Marquette Rail-Trail, Clair, Deerfield 
Park, etc.)

B. Provide non-motorized links between 
key destinations within the Greater Mt. 
Pleasant area (such as shopping ( pp g
centers, parks, schools, campuses, 
downtown, etc.)

C Provide a complete non-motorizedC. Provide a complete non motorized 
Network (Sidewalks, Bike Lanes, Bike 
Routes, Safe Road Crossings)
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Goal #2 – A Bicycle & Pedestrian Friendly Community

G l #2 Obj tiGoal #2:

• Institute changes that 
lead to a bicycle and 

Objectives:
A. Provide more bike parking and a range of 

bike parking options (in locations such as 
d t t h i t d dpedestrian friendly 

community
downtown, at shopping centers, covered and 
secure bike parking)

B. Provide bike rakes on buses

C. Establish family friendly non-motorized 
facilities (such as neighborhood routes to 
safe routes to parks and schools)

D. Create and distribute a guide map that 
shows bicycle facilities and recommended 
routes

E. Improve the aesthetics of the area’s 
transportation system (such as by street 
trees, decorative lighting, etc.)
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F. Enhance sense of community through 
increased social interaction between non-
motorized transportation users



Goal #3 – Improve Safety

G l #3 Obj tiGoal #3:

• Improve bicycle and 
pedestrian safety

Objectives:

A. Provide better lighting along non-
motorized routes

B. Improve the safety of bicyclists and 
pedestrians at existing busy road 
intersectionsintersections

C. Provide safe options to cross the road 
between existing signalized intersections

D. Improve education of motorists in 
regards to pedestrian and bicyclist 
issues

E. Improve the education of pedestrians 
and bicyclists in regards to rules of the 
road, motorist’s concerns and safe travel
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F. Reduce the number of bicycle and 
pedestrian crashes



Goal #4 – Community Health

G l #4 Obj tiGoal #4:

• Advance community 
health

Objectives:

A. Provide more active recreation 
opportunities (such as off-road trails)

B. Reduce automobile dependency

C. Increase the number of people 
lki d biki i ll f d ilwalking and biking especially for daily 

transportation trips

D. Improve air quality (such as reducing p q y ( g
CO2 emissions)

E. Reduce obesity due to physical 
inactivityinactivity
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Web Survey – Places of Concern
• Mission Road

– Road Crossings Improvements

– Safe Intersections

– Safe Bike and Pedestrian Facilities

• High Street
– Road Crossing Improvementsg

– Safe Intersections

• Pickard Street
– Road Crossing Improvements

– Gaps in Sidewalk

– No Paved Shoulder/Bike LanesNo Paved Shoulder/Bike Lanes

– Safe Intersection at Mission Rd

• Broomfield Road
– Sidewalk Gaps

– Bike Lanes

• Bluegrass Street• Bluegrass Street
– Sidewalk Gaps

– Bike Lanes

– Road Crossing Improvements

• Isabella Road
– Safe Intersections

– Sidewalk Gaps

– No Paved Shoulder/Bike Lanes

• Broadway Street
– Improve Crossing at US-127
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– No Paved Shoulder/Bike Lane

– Sidewalk Gaps



Micropolitan Area Context

Th i ti d• The existing and 
future context will 
inform a 
transportationtransportation 
project’s design

• For long-life 
projects like road 
reconstruction and 
bridges must look 
25 + years ahead
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Isabella County Context

Th i ti d• The existing and 
future context will 
inform a 
transportationtransportation 
project’s design

• For long-life 
projects like road 
reconstruction and 
bridges must look 
25 + years ahead
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Road Jurisdiction

R d f ll dRoadways fall under 
different jurisdictions 
that must sign off on 
changes:changes:
• MDOT

• County Road 
Commission

• City of Mt. Pleasant

• Private• Private
– Tribe

– CMU

– Developments
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Road Functional Classification

Hi h f• Hierarchy of 
roads
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Number of Lanes

M j it f d• Majority of roads 
are two lane

• Exceptions
• Pickard

• E Broadway

• W High

• Broomfield

• Blue GrassBlue Grass

• Mission

• Isabella
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Average Daily Traffic Volumes

S d t i• Some data is 
questionable 
and/or dated

• But many roads 
have excess 
capacity – more 
lanes than 
necessary
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Bike Lane Potential

O t t di N• Outstanding Near-
term Potential for 
bike lanes
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Bike Lanes 

• Designated Travel Lane 
For Bicyclists

• Delineated by SolidDelineated by Solid 
White Stripe, Bike Icon 
Pavement Markings and 
Signs.

• Bicyclists Travel The 
Same Direction as 
Motorized VehiclesMotorized Vehicles

Bicyclist operates as a vehicle
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Sidewalks/Roadside Pathways vs. Bike Lanes

M t i t A N t L ki• Motorists Are Not Looking 
for Bicyclists on Sidewalks 
or Sidepaths Especially 
When They Are Bicycling y y g
Opposite the Flow of Traffic

• Bicycling on the Sidewalk is 
Generally Slower and More y
Inconvenient than Bicycling 
on the Roadway.  

– the presence of 
d t ipedestrians

– motorists that block the 
sidewalk or crosswalk.

There is a reason experienced 
bicyclists travel on the road.
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4 to 3 Lane Conversions

Eli i t th l• Eliminates the lane 
weaving Issue common 
with 4-lane roads

• Research shows no loss 
in vehicular LOS up to 
1,750 VPH (17,500 VPD)

• Used on roads up to 
24,000 VPD

• Reduction in 85% speed• Reduction in 85% speed 
by about 5 MPH

• Dramatic reductions in 
crashes and excessive 
speeding

• Many Michigan examples
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4 to 3 Lane Conversion Issues

A d’ it i• A road’s capacity is 
generally determined at 
intersections

• Need room for cars to 
“stack” at signals

• Gaps in traffic forGaps in traffic for 
pedestrian crossings and 
exiting driveways at 
higher volumesg

This 3 lane road in Ann Arbor is 
currently carrying about 20,000 

vehicles per day
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Lane Narrowing

S d h 15• Some roads have 15-
16’ wide travel lanes 

• 11’ wide is preferable in 
most suburban and 
urban situations

• 10’ acceptable in some10  acceptable in some 
cases
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Bike Crash Locations

W t B fi ld• West Broomfield 
Road

• Mission StreetMission Street

• Main/Washington 
Corridor

• Preston Road

• Relates to Higher g
Population Density
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Pedestrian Crashes

M i /W hi t• Main/Washington

• Preston Ave

• West Broomfield 
Road

• Mission Street• Mission Street

• Relates to Higher 
Population Densityp y
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Population Density

P l tiPopulation 
Concentrations: 

• Along Washington/Along Washington/ 
Main Corridor  

• Between West 
P t d W tPreston and West 
Broomfield

• West of TownWest of Town

• Many new 
developments
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Bus Stops

• Associated with 
higher pedestrian 
volumes

• Generate cross 
roadway traffic

The Greenway Collaborative, Inc
Wade Trim
LSL Planning, Inc.



Block Size Analysis

Sh f fi• Shows of fine a 
grid the bicycle 
and pedestrian 
transportationtransportation 
network is

• Large blocks are 
i di timpediments 

• Excellent predictor 
of non-motorized 
travel volumes
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Developing a Spectrum of Non-Motorized Routes

• A non-motorized 
network may be seen as 
having three main 

t

Primary Links

components

N i hb h dNeighborhood 
Connectors

Off-Road Trails
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Four Types of Bicyclists 

Strong & Fearless• Strong & Fearless
– <1%

– Always Biking

Any Road Regardless of– Any Road Regardless of 
Condition 

• Enthused & Confident
– 7%7%

– Frequently Bike

– Like Designated Facilities 
Such As Bike Lanes

• Interested but Concerned
– 60%

– Occasional Rider

– Local Roads and Trails

• No Way, No How
– 33% Not Really This Clear Cut.   There Is Movement 
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Between the Groups.

Developed by Roger Geller, Bicycle Coordinator, Portland Office of TransportationThe Greenway Collaborative, Inc.



Primary Links – Pedestrian and Bicycle Focus
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Primary Links – Pedestrian and Bicycle Focus
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Primary Links – Auto Focus
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Neighborhood Connectors
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Neighborhood Connectors
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Neighborhood Connectors

• Wayfinding Is Critical
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Off-Road Pathways

• A Shared Use Path 
Outside of a Road ROW

• Suitable for Bicyclists y
and Pedestrians

• Complement, But Do Not 
Replace On-roadReplace On-road 
Facilities

• Wonderful Recreation 
RResource

• Great Place for 
Inexperienced Bicyclists 
to Build Skills Provide Transportation and Recreation Links 

with Minimal Exposure to Motorized Vehicles
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Non-motorized Network Diagram

P i i l Li k• Principal Links

• Auto Focus

• Bike/Ped FocusBike/Ped Focus

• Neighborhood 
Connectors

• Routes 

• Crossing 
Improvementsp

• Off-Road Trails

xx
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Next Workshop

Tuesday April 26 from• Tuesday, April 26 from 
7:00 PM to 9:00 PM

• Same Place

• Review draft non-
motorized network

• Look at preliminary p y
policies, guidelines and 
outreach concepts

The Information Gathered At These Meetings Is 
Critical In Guiding the Project 
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Questions or CommentsQuestions or Comments
Please Contact: 

Norm Cox, LLA, ASLA
The Greenway Collaborative, Inc.
205 Nickels Arcade
Ann Arbor, MI 48104
Phone 734-668-8848

norm@greenwaycollab comnorm@greenwaycollab.com

www.greenwaycollab.com


