AKLAND COUNTY
TrRAILS MASTER PLAN

Approved by the Oakland County Trails
Advisory Council on July 30, 2008

Adopted by the Oakland County Parks and
Recreation Commission on September 3, 2008




Printed: September 2008

.1 ‘
i y 4

Bl g
3

Assistance Provided by:

m AKLAND COUNTY
WADETRIM TRAILS MASTER PLAN




ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

L. Brooks Patterson
Oakland County Executive

Oakland County Parks and Recreation
Daniel ). Stencil, Executive Officer

Commissioners

Pecky D. Lewis, Jr., Chairman
Richard Skarritt, Vice Chairman
J. David VanderVeen, Secretary
Hugh D. Crawford

Vincent Gregory

Eileen T. Kowall

John P. McCulloch

Charles Palmer

Gregory C. Jamian

Shelley G. Taub

Staff
Melissa J. Prowse, Trails Coordinator
Joe Figa, Chief of Design & Development

Oakland County Environmental

Stewardship Program

Larry S. Falardeau, Principal Planner/
Program Coordinator

Kristen Wiltfang, GIS Technician

Funded by:

ommunityfoundatior

Oakland County Parks and Recreation

OAKLAND TRAILS ADVISORY
CounciL (OTAC)

Clinton River Trail Representative
Brian Marzolf, City of Auburn Hills

Headwaters Trail Representative
Dorothy (Dot) LaLone

Huron-Clinton Metropolitan Authority
Susan Nyquist, Chief Park Planner

Huron Valley Trail Representative
Chris Doozan, Lyon Township Planning Consultant

Lakes Community Trail Representative
Deanna MaGee, Community Services Director,
City of Wixom

Michigan Department of Natural Resources
Kristen Bennett

Michigan Department of Transportation
Jeff Edwards, Metro Region Office

Oakland County Board of Commissioners
Oakland County Business Roundtable

Oakland County Drain Commission
Amy Ploof

Oakland County Parks & Recreation
Dan Stencil, Executive Director

Oakland County Planning & Economic
Development Services
Bret Rasegan, Planning Supervisor

Paint Creek Trail Representative
Kristen Myers, Trail Manager,
Paint Creek Trailways Commission

Polly Ann Trail Representative
Linda Gierak, Interim Trail Manager,
Polly Ann Trailway Management Council, Inc.

Road Commission for Oakland County
David Evancoe,
Director of Planning and Development

West Bloomfield Trail Representative
Dave Burley, Deputy Director,
West Bloomfield Parks & Recreation

Woodward Corridor Trail Representative
Todd Scott, Michigan Trails and Greenways Alliance



ABLE OF
CONTENTS

Executive Summary

1. Introduction . ....... ... ... .. .. .. .. 1
Purposeof Plan .. ...... ... ... ... .... 1
Overview of Oakland County .......... 2
Benefits of Trails. ... ...... ... ... .. ... 7
History of Trail Development.......... 15
Planning Process . .................. 17
Stakeholder Input. . . ........ .. ... .. 18

2. Existing Conditions . ................ 23
State and Regional Context ........... 23
Major Oakland County Systems. . ...... 31
Related Efforts and Initiatives . . . .. ... .. 48

3. Master Plan Vision ................. 55
Non-Motorized Network Types ... ... .. 55
Gap Analysis Process and Results . .. ... 60

4. Design Considerations .............. 83
UserGroups ............ooiuv... 83
General Design Guidelines .. ......... 84
Other Design Considerations. .. ....... 93
Liability .. ... ..o 101

5.ActionPlan ....... ... ... ... ... 105

Oakland County and OTAC Priorities .. 105
Gap Analysis Implementation Strategy. . 105

Costs v oo 110
Funding....... ... ... . . ... 111
Potential Funding Programs .. ........ 116
Appendix A: Contacts . ............... 119

Oakland County Trails Master Plan Table of Contents






XECUTIVE
SUMMARY

THE OAKLAND COUNTY TRAILS
MASTER PLAN HAS BEEN DEVEL-
OPED TO PROVIDE A FRAMEWORK
FOR CREATING A CONNECTED SYS-
TEM OF GREENWAYS AND TRAILS
THROUGHOUT OAKLAND COUNTY.
THIS NON-MOTORIZED SYSTEM IS
ENVISIONED TO SERVE A DIVERSE
RANGE OF USERS, PROVIDING SAFE
AND WELL-MAINTAINED LINKAGES
TO IMPORTANT NATURAL, CULTUR-
AL AND CIVIC DESTINATIONS AND
OTHER POINTS OF INTEREST WITHIN
AND OUTSIDE OF THE COUNTY.

The development of the Trails Master Plan

was overseen by the Oakland Trails Advisory
Council, Oakland County Parks and Recreation
Department and Oakland County Planning &
Economic Development Services. These agen-
cies serve in a leadership role in the develop-
ment of a connected non-motorized system,
but rely on the determined efforts of numer-
ous local agencies, trail commissions, friends
groups and property owners for trail implemen-
tation. To date, 95 miles of completed trails
stretch across Oakland County, with 13 miles
in the planning, design and development stage
and another 146 miles of trails under consider-

ation.

OAKLAND COUNTY TRAILS

Non-motorized trail systems are developed

or are being planned throughout the Coun-

ty for use by a wide variety of trail users.

Oakland County Trails Master Plan
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The major existing trail routes in Oakland
County include:

e |-275 Bike Path

e Polly Ann Trail

e Paint Creek Trail

e Clinton River Trail

e West Bloomfield Trail

e Lakes Community Trail

e Huron Valley Trail

e Headwaters Trails

These major trails are complimented by a
substantial network of secondary pathways and
greenways that extend throughout the County.
Each with a specific purpose and design, Oak-

land County’s current and planned non-motor-
ized network employs a hierarchical system of
pathways, as noted below:

1. Trail

Safety/Side Path

Sidewalk

Bike Lane

Bike Route

Park Path

Water Trail

No ok wd

An important focus of the Oakland County
Trails Master Plan is the bridging of several pri-
mary “gaps,” or critical missing links that exist
in the major trail system, including:
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GAP ANALYSIS

Alternative routes are identified and assessed for four of the critical missing links within

Oakland County. This map shows the alternative routes to bridge the Clinton River Trail gap

within Pontiac.




e Clinton River Trail (through Pontiac)

e Paint Creek and Polly Ann Trails

e West Bloomfield, Lakes Community, and
Huron Valley Trails

These gaps were evaluated and discussed in
great detail during the development of the
Master Plan. For each gap, several prospective
connector routes were identified and assessed
based on their opportunities and constraints.
In the end, it was determined there may not be
a “preferred” route to bridge each gap; rather,
it was found that multiple connector routes
should be developed. The implementation of
several connector routes for each gap will pro-
vide users with different trail experiences and
provide an overall benefit to the system users,

owners and communities.

Additionally, the lack of an urban trail network
within the heavily urbanized southeastern
portion of Oakland County was identified as

a significant gap in the system. Therefore, the
Trails Master Plan addresses the ongoing efforts
to implement a greenway along the Woodward
Corridor.

The Trails Master Plan includes a design ele-
ment to serve as a resource and reference
guide for county agencies, local communities,
trail agencies, and stakeholder groups with
regard to planning, design and construction of
the non-motorized network.

DESIGN GUIDELINES
Design guidelines for various non-motor-

ized facility types, such as this shared use
trail, serve as a reference guide for plan-

ning, design and construction.

The Action Plan section of the Oakland County
Trails Master Plan provides focus for the Coun-
ty and local agencies and identifies short- and
long-term action items to continue progress
and implementation. A funding component

of the Action Plan serves as a foundation for

future grant applications and funding requests.

Oakland County Trails Master Plan
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1 INTRODUCTION

THE OAKLAND COUNTY PARKS
AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT,
PLANNING & ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES, AND
OAKLAND TRAILS ADVISORY
COUNCIL HAVE WORKED TO
IMPLEMENT A RECOMMENDATION
BY THE OAKLAND COUNTY
BUSINESS ROUNDTABLE TO
DEVELOP A COUNTY-WIDE
GREENWAYS AND TRAILS SYSTEM.

Greenways are corridors of land recognized
for their ability to conserve open space and
connect people and places together. These
ribbons of open space are linear corridors that
are either natural, such as rivers and streams,
or manmade, such as abandoned railroads and
utility corridors. Many greenways also contain
trails. A greenways network consists of links
(such as trails), hubs (destinations for people
and wildlife), and sites (points of interest or
origins).

1.1 PURPOSE OF PLAN

Oakland County has been working for years
with various agencies and communities to de-
velop a connected non-motorized system. The
formation of the Oakland Trails Advisory Coun-
cil (OTAC) and the hiring of a Trail Network
Coordinator in 2003 served to elevate the focus

of a connected trails system and established

a liaison and resource to the local communi-
ties, trail agencies, and stakeholder groups. In
order to continue progress and implementation
toward a connected non-motorized system,
OTAC and the County have worked to develop
a comprehensive 5-year Trails Master Plan

to serve as a guide and resource not only to
County agencies, but also to local communi-
ties, trail agencies, and stakeholders. Over the
years, a significant amount of work, informa-
tion, maps, and stakeholder input has been col-
lected and developed. This Trails Master Plan
serves to document and organize the results of
the various efforts into a single, comprehensive
Master Plan.

CLINTON RIVER TRAIL

The Clinton River Trail is a 16-mile trail

within an abandoned rail line traversing
through the heart of Oakland County.

Oakland County Trails Master Plan
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I I 'HE PURPOSE OF THE OAKLAND
COUNTY TRAILS MASTER PLAN IS
TO:

Document the evolution of trail planning
and development within the County

Easily communicate the coordinated
goals and vision for a connected non-
motorized system within Oakland
County and the region

Promote the general health and wellness
of the community and provide viable
transportation alternatives to people of
all ages and abilities

Provide focus for the County by identify-
ing short- and long-term action items to

continue progress and implementation

Serve as a resource and reference guide
for county agencies, local communities,

trail agencies, and stakeholder groups

Serve as a foundation for future grant ap-
plications and funding requests

1.2 OVERVIEW OF OAKLAND COUNTY
Oakland County is located in southeast Michi-
gan and has a total area of 908 square miles,
of which 3.91% is water. Oakland County is
rich in natural resources. The County has over
1,400 lakes (more than any other county in the
state), is home to the headwaters of five major
river systems, and has over 57,000 acres of
public park and recreation lands. The rolling
landform left by receding glaciers some 14,000
years ago has given birth to special natural
areas, some unique to the entire state and
beyond.

PoPULATION CHARACTERISTICS

US Census data from 1990 and 2000 indicates
Oakland County as a whole grew by more than
10%. This is greater than the State of Michigan,
which grew by 7%, and similar to the growth
rate of neighboring Macomb County. Lapeer
and Wayne Counties experienced a population
decline from 1990 to 2000 while Livingston
County grew by more than 35%. The Popula-
tion by Census Tract Map illustrates those areas
within Oakland County that have the greatest
density of population. Generally speaking, the
southeastern half of the County has the greatest
population density with the most “urban” com-
munities such as Royal Oak, Southfield, Troy,

Birmingham, Farmington Hills, and Pontiac.

While the Population Density Map illustrates
areas within Oakland County that have the
greatest numbers of people per square mile, the
map does not show which areas and commu-
nities are experiencing the greatest amount of
growth pressures. The Population Change by
Municipality Map depicts the percent change
in population by community from 1990 to
2000. In general, the map reveals the greatest
population growth occurred in the more “out-
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Population Change in Oakland County

2000 1990 % Change
Addison Township 6,439 5,142 25.2%
Auburn Hills 19,837 17,076 16.2%
Berkley 15,531 16,960 -8.4%
Birmingham 19,291 19,997 -3.5%
Bloomfield Township 43,023 42,473 1.3%
Bloomfield Hills 3,940 4,288 -8.1%
Brandon Township 14,765 12,051 22.5%
Clawson 12,732 13,874 -8.2%
Commerce Twp 34,764 26,955 29.0%
Farmington 10,423 10,132 2.9%
Farmington Hills 82,111 74,652 10.0%
Ferndale 22,105 25,084 -11.9%
Groveland Township 6,150 4,705 30.7%
Hazel Park 18,963 20,051 -5.4%
Highland Township 19,169 17,941 6.8%
Holly Township 10,037 8,852 13.4%
Huntington Woods 6,151 6,419 -4.2%
Independence Township 32,581 24,722 31.8%
Keego Harbor 2,769 2,932 -5.6%
Lake Angelus 326 328 -0.6%
Lathrup Village 4,236 4,329 -2.1%
Lyon Township 11,041 9,450 16.8%
Madison Heights 31,101 32,196 -3.4%
Milford Township 15,271 12,121 26.0%
Northville 3,352 3,367 -0.4%
Novi 47,386 32,998 43.6%
Novi Township 193 150 28.7%
Oakland Township 13,071 8,227 58.9%
Oak Park 29,793 30,462 -2.2%
Orchard Lake 2,215 2,286 -3.1%
Orion Township 33,463 24,076 39.0%
Oxford Township 16,025 11,933 34.3%
Pleasant Ridge 2,594 2,775 -6.5%
Pontiac 66,337 71,166 -6.8%
Rochester 10,467 7,130 46.8%
Rochester Hills 68,825 61,766 11.4%
Rose Township 6,210 4,926 26.1%
Royal Oak 60,062 65,410 -8.2%
Royal Oak Township 5,446 5,011 8.7%
Southfield 78,296 75,728 3.4%
Southfield Township 14,430 14,255 1.2%
South Lyon 10,036 5,857 71.4%
Springfield Township 13,338 9,927 34.4%
Sylvan Lake 1,735 1,884 -7.9%
Troy 80,959 72,884 11.1%
Clarkston 962 1,005 -4.3%
Walled Lake 6,713 6,278 6.9%
Waterford Township 73,150 66,692 9.7%
West Bloomfield 64,860 54,516 19.0%
White Lake 28,219 22,608 24.8%

Wixom City 13,263 8,550 55.1%




lying”, historically rural areas of the County.
South Lyon (71.4%) and Oakland Township
(58.9%) experienced the greatest amount of
population growth as did Rochester, Wixom,

RECREATION
The 2000 Census revealed that almost 75%
of Michigan residents live in urban areas’.

As urban areas expand, large open areas for

recreation are often lost to development. At the

and Novi.

g ‘ Z mil ]
Population Change in Region and State

2000 1990 Y%
Change

Oakland County 1,194,156 1,083,592 10.2%
Genesee County 436,141 430,459 1.3%
Macomb County 788,149 717,400 9.9%
Lapeer County 74,768 87,904 -14.9%
Livingston County 156,951 115,645 35.7%
St. Clair County 164,235 145,607 12.8%
Washtenaw County 322,895 282,937 14.1%
Wayne County 2,061,162 2,111,687 -2.4%
State of Michigan 9,990,817 9,295,297 7.5%

Source: US Census Bureau

1.3 BENEFITS OF TRAILS

Trails and non-motorized systems are a tre-
mendous community asset, providing a host of
benefits. Non-motorized systems can lessen the
traffic burden by providing alternative routes to
school, work, shopping, etc. By reducing traffic
congestion, these systems can also lessen the
environmental costs associated with automo-
biles. At the same time, non-motorized systems
promote healthier communities and increased
recreational opportunities. By attracting visitors
and increasing property values, non-motorized
systems can also bolster local and regional
economies. Taken together, these benefits can
strengthen individual and community well be-
ing, while fostering greater economic and envi-
ronmental sustainability. The following sections
examine these benefits in greater detail.

same time, increasing urban popula-
tions create a growing demand for these
open spaces. Michigan and Oakland
County are unique in their abundance
of parkland and natural resources.
However, access to many of these parks
requires an automobile. Non-motorized
systems can improve recreation op-
portunities by linking urban areas with
local and regional parks, as demonstrat-
ed by the existing trail systems in the
County. Trails accommodate a host of
recreational interests, such as walkers,
runners, in-line skaters, bikers, equestri-
ans, cross-country skiers, and the physi-
cally challenged. By providing access
to lakes, rivers, wetlands, and wood-
lands, non-motorized systems can also

foster passive recreation such as fishing, bird

watching, and outdoor education. By linking

communities and natural areas, non-motorized

systems are making Oakland County commu-

nities more enjoyable places, and improving

quality of life.

ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION

Non-motorized systems complement ongoing

efforts throughout the County to reduce pollu-

tion and conserve important natural features.

By reducing the volume of automobile traffic,

non-motorized systems can improve air and

water quality. Greenway linkages can also help

protect sensitive ecological systems from ever-

expanding urban development. Investment in

Oakland County’s non-motorized network is

an investment in the health and integrity of the
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County’s most important natural resources.
Automobiles are the largest source of air pol-
lution in the US, emitting carbon monoxide,
ozone, particulate matter, sulphur oxides, and
hydrocarbons. These airborne pollutants con-
tribute to a number of human health problems.
Falling back to the land in the form of rain or
dust, these pollutants can also degrade soil and
water quality. A reduction in short vehicle trips
can have significant impacts on environmental
health. For example, a four-mile bicycle ride,
in place of driving, can prevent 15 pounds of
pollutants from being released into the air?.

Aside from pollution reduction, trails and green
infrastructure help to sustain the ecological in-
tegrity of Oakland County’s natural systems. As
linear vegetated corridors, trails and greenways
play an important role in linking natural areas,
fostering plant growth, and ensuring wildlife
access to water and food. Greenways can also
protect water quality by isolating aquatic eco-
systems from developed land areas. As buffers,
greenways can absorb storm water runoff and
capture non-point sources of pollution before
they enter surface waters. Greenways can also
ensure the protection of pervious land areas,
which are essential to the health and abun-
dance of Michigan’s groundwater resources.

EcoNnoMmIC DEVELOPMENT

As Michigan and Oakland County communi-
ties work to bolster their local and regional
economies, many are looking to non-motor-
ized systems to complement these efforts. This
is because non-motorized systems have proven
successful at increasing property values, boost-
ing retail sales, attracting tourism, as well as
lowering health costs. There is a clear con-
nection between non-motorized access and

improved economic vitality.

Natural Assets =
Higher Property Values

Preliminary estimates of the impact on
property values in Oakland County due to
natural assets. Prepared by Oakland County Plan-

ning & Economic Development Services.

1. Water Resources
Up to 23% premium on parcels that
border a water body

2. Trail/Path Network
Up to 6% premium on parcels within
100 feet of a primary trail

3. Natural Areas / Open Space
Up to 12% premium on subdivision
parcels that border open space

The access provided by non-motorized systems
is widely regarded as an attractive component
of a community. Such systems can provide
places to recreate, access to natural features,
and reduce automobile reliance. These charac-
teristics are often sought by potential homebuy-
ers, and are often touted as key selling points
by real estate agents. As an example, following
development of the Betsie Valley Trail in Ben-
zie County, Michigan, property values adjacent
to the trail rose between six and ten percent.?
Non-motorized systems provide a unique
amenity that can enhance the character and

economic vitality of nearby properties.

Attracting visitors and stimulating economic
activity are central to the County’s economic




THE LAND PoLiCY INSTITUTE AT MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY COMPLETED A
REPORT IN DECEMBER 2007 ENTITLED “Economic Valuation of Natural Re-
source Amenities: A Hedonic Analysis of Hillsdale and Oakland Counties”.

The focus of the study was on the valuation of “green infrastructure” in Michigan. In Oakland
County, the amenity values of waterways, water-bodies, recreational lands, and walkable and
bikeable green infrastructure such as trails, sidewalks, bike lanes, and park paths were consid-
ered. Property sales transaction data from the county were collected and a pricing model was
developed to determine the influence of green infrastructure on property values in the county.

Results indicate that, consistently, across the two counties and across green infrastructure

types, these assets contribute positively and significantly to property values. Specifically:

* In the case of water amenity in Oakland County, the results suggest that properties within
15 meters of water bodies have a substantial capitalization of these amenities into property
values, compared with properties located at more than 150 meters. The average “green-
capitalization” attributable to water-bodies within 15 meters is $55,082.

e In the case of recreational lands in Oakland County, results suggest that recreational areas
have significant impact on property values, ranging in impact from 3.1 percent capitaliza-
tion for properties within 15 meters, to 3.2 percent gain for properties within 15 to 75 me-
ters, 2.2 percent gain for properties within 75 to 150 meters and a 2.6 percent capitalization
for properties within 150 to 300 meters, compared to properties located at more than 450

meters.

* In the case of walkability and bikeability enabling green infrastructure in Oakland County,
results indicate that the effect of these green infrastructure on property values were sig-
nificant. Existence of these composite green assets within 100 to 500 meters appreciates
property values by 4.6 percent, or $11,785; within 500 to 1000 meters results in “green
capitalization” of 2.3 percent; and within 1000 to 1500 meters results in a gain of 6.3
percent, or $16,140, compared to properties located at more than 1500 meters away from
these outdoor opportunities.

The report goes on to indicate that green infrastructure also has broader implications. “In the
New Economy, talent and innovation are sources of new local and regional economic growth.
Talent tends to migrate to places with significant green infrastructure. Jobs tend to follow
people, who follow green quality infrastructure.” The findings of this study suggest that green
asset enhancement meets sustainability and enhances the economy simultaneously. As part of
a long-term strategy, green infrastructure can be leveraged to enhance local economic viability
and sustainability at the same time.




development objectives. Local and regional
non-motorized systems can increase the
circulation of people and money within and
between communities. Trails that provide
regional links can transform ordinary commu-
nities into destinations. Coupled with unique
natural features such as lakes, rivers, and parks,
these destinations become even more desirable
for prospective visitors. Local communities, in
turn, benefit by providing equipment, refresh-

ments, and lodging to trail users.

Several additional success stories are emerging
in states across the country.

¢ In Lanesboro, Minnesota, the Root River
Trail has stimulated a substantial amount
of economic activity. Before the trail was
developed, Lanesboro was a sleepy town of
800. Today, with the trail in place, Lanes-
boro boasts 12 B&Bs (with year-long wait
lists), eight restaurants, an art gallery, a mu-

seum, and an extremely successful theater.*

e The Ohio, Kentucky, Indiana Regional
Council of Governments reports that each
year 150,000 to 175,000 people visit the 27
mile stretch of trail that runs between Love-
land and Corwin in Warren County, Ohio.
These visitors spend approximately $3.1 to
$3.7 million annually on trip-related expen-

ditures and trail-related accessories.’

* An economic impact study of the Pere
Marquette Trail in Central Michigan, found
that more than 60% of trail users visited
a business along the trail. The trail is also
attractive to the local workforce. The same
study revealed that among businesses lo-
cated within Y4 mile of the trail, 96% of their

employees use the trail°.

SMART GROWTH

As an alternative to traditional, automobile-
oriented development practices, principles of
Smart Growth are continuing to be adopted

in communities throughout the country. With
expanding urban and suburban populations,
communities are experiencing the economic,
environmental, and societal costs of disbursed
development patterns, sometimes referred to as
“urban sprawl.” Smart Growth promotes rede-
velopment of the urban core of communities
with the intention of strengthening their econo-
mies, protecting human and environmental
health, and improving community well-being
through urban design. While not opposed to
growth, proponents of Smart Growth seek to
develop areas that will yield the highest return
on investment, while protecting the character
of the community and the landscape. Non-mo-
torized systems complement the Principles of
Smart Growth by helping to make communities
more walkable and bikeable, protecting impor-
tant natural areas, and reducing automobile-

related pollution.

SAre RouTEes TO ScHooL

The number of children walking or bicycling to
school has continued to drop in recent years.
A survey of US adults revealed that more than
71% walked or biked to school as a child,
whereas only 13% of their children walk

or bike to school
today. The Cen-
ters for Disease
Control and

Prevention reveal

similar statistics,

almost 85% of chil-
dren’s commutes to school are made by car,

noting that today

bus, or some other form of motorized transpor-
tation.




Individual efforts to deliver children safely to
school are collectively resulting in a number

of undesirable physical and social outcomes.

A reduction in the number of children walking
or bicycling to school means more vehicle trips
and more traffic in school zones, adding to the
notion that walking and bicycling to school

is unsafe because of all the traffic. Motorized
commutes also exacerbate problems associated
with children’s increasingly sedentary lifestyles.
The decline in the number of children walking
to school corresponds to a sharp increase in
the incidence of overweight children. The time
children spend in vehicle commutes deprives
them of valuable opportunities for physical
activity, social interaction, and getting to know
their surrounding built and natural environ-

ment.

As these trends become more apparent, local
communities are taking action, resulting in a
national movement known as Safe Routes to

School. Commonly known as “SR2S”, these

‘ x ] ORKING TOGETHER WITH
STATE AND/OR FEDERAL ASSIS-
TANCE, SR2S COALITIONS FOCUS ON

THE “FIVE E’S” OF A SOUND PRO-
GRAM:

¢ Educating the community

* Encouraging students to walk or bike to
school

¢ Enforcing traffic and safety laws

* Engineering that accommodates users of
non-motorized transportation

e Evaluating programs and making adjust-
ments when needed

initiatives employ a wide variety of strategies
to make walking or biking to school safer and
easier. SR2S programs typically engage parents,
community members, school staff, traffic engi-
neers, planners, law enforcement officers, and

other community leaders.

Michigan launched a state-wide Safe Routes to
School initiative in fall 2005. The program is
sponsored by the Michigan Governor’s Council
on Physical Fitness, Health and Sports, and was
developed with the input of a diverse coali-
tion including state, non-profit, and private
stakeholders. With the passage of the federal
transportation legislation in 2005, Michigan’s
SR2S program is making schools eligible for
transportation enhancement funds, providing
for infrastructure improvements, and increasing

education campaigns.

TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVE

In today’s automobile-dominated landscape,
walking or bicycling as a mode of transporta-
tion can be difficult and often dangerous. Ab-
sent bicycle lanes, trails, or sidewalks, would-
be users of non-motorized transportation are
often discouraged. As a result, short trips that
could easily be made by bicycle or foot are of-
ten made by car. In Michigan, 57% of all trips
under a half mile are made by car. In contrast,
only 2.2% of Michigan commutes to work are
done on foot”. These figures suggest that Michi-
gan truly is an automobile dominated state.

At the same time, many people are growing
tired of the costs, dangers, and frustration that
accompany private automobile commuting.
As support grows for alternative ways to get
around, more communities are looking to

non-motorized systems for answers, such as




Michigan children are considered overweight
(the term “obese” is not usually used for kids),
a threefold increase in 30 years.” Michigan
ranks 3rd worst among states for rate of obesity
and has been among the 10 heaviest states for
the past 14 years. More than 62% of Michigan
adults are considered overweight, and a major-
ity of high school students and adults indicated
that they were trying to lose or maintain their
weight. (MDCH: The Healthy Michigan 2010
Report, April 2004) In addition to being dan-

TRANSPORTATION gerous, inactive lifestyles are also costly. In
ALTERNATIVE 2002, physical inactivity cost Michigan adults
As support grows for alternative ways to get $8.9 billion for health care'®.

around, more communities are looking to

non-motorized systems for answers. In response, the Michigan Surgeon General’s

_ ) ) _ office launched a statewide campaign to pro-
expanded public transit options and bicycle ST

_ _ mote healthy and active living in Michigan.
sharing programs. These efforts are reducing o ) i
. . . The program, “Michigan Steps Up,” identifies
automobile-dependency, while making walk- i . .
) o : five steps to improving human health. Central
ing and biking safer, more enjoyable, transpor- S ] ) o
. : to this initiative is making physical activity
tation options. o o .
safer and easier in Michigan communities. The

Surgeon General recommends the connection
HumAN HEALTH ]
. . . of “neighborhoods, schools, stores and parks
The recreation and transportation opportuni- . . ' ,
) ) . ) with trails and sidewalks,” as well as “adding
ties created by non-motorized systems invari- bike | q . o k g
_ _ ike lanes and proper signage to key roads.
ably contribute to improved human health and brop g. g Y
, , The presence of these facilities can remove
well-being. The sedentary lifestyle of many ) _ o _
) ) ) ) barriers to exercise by providing immediate ac-
Americans is causing a multitude of prevent- o )
, cess to destination-based corridors that are safe
able health problems in people of all ages. . . .

and enjoyable. Increased physical activity, such
These problems are partly the result of commu- ) ) i !
_ . , . as walking or bicycling, can reduce the risk
nity design. By creating non-motorized sys-

. of several health problems. The presence of
tems, communities can remove structural and - , _
o _ o these facilities can also serve as rallying points
motivational barriers to more active lifestyles, ) o )
) L _ ) for community clubs and social interaction.
increase social interaction, and enhance physi- ) i ) _
. Examples can include running and bicycling
cal and mental well-being. )
groups, walk-to-work days, and charity races.

L L . . These events, in turn, reinforce the culture and
Physical inactivity is a serious problem in - . o
S o ) acceptability of active community lifestyles.
Michigan, contributing to obesity and a host

of preventable diseases and deaths. Currently,
twenty-five percent of Michigan adults are

obese.? Similarly, nearly eleven percent of




D 1 ICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY TRAIL STUDY

Under the direction of Dr. Christine Vogt, Associate Professor, Michigan State University, De-
partment of Community Agriculture, Recreation and Resources Studies, a study was conducted
of several Michigan Rail Trails from 2001-2004 to ascertain a variety of usage characteristics.
The following excerpts are from “Summary of Multi-Use Trail Surveys 2001-2004” compiled by
Nancy Krupiarz. These excerpts continue to support the economic benefits of trails.

Tourism Expenditures

Trail users who described themselves as being from outside the area were given a postcard
questionnaire to complete and mail back. Tourists on the White Pine trail spent an average of
$85.00 while visiting the trail. The following purchases were evidenced by those returning the

postcards:

Trail Lodging Restaurant/ Groceries Vehicular Other
Bar Expense

Pere Marquette 66% *1 *1 *1 *1

TAR.T. 93% *2 *2 *2 *2

Leelanau 93% *3 *3 *3 *3

Lansing River 21% 77% 31% 46% 39%

Paint Creek 9% 54% 18% 18% 9%

White Pine 21% 79% 43% 57%

*1 Respondents to the Pere Marquette Trail Study’s special tourist study showed that 8 out of 10 “travel inquirers” and 2/3 of “in-
tercepted tourists” visited businesses along its length. Those most visited were restaurants and convenience stores.

*2 The T.A.R.T. Trail Study asked for actual dollar amounts spent, not percentages. Tourists spent an average $437 per party per
trip on lodging, $165 on restaurant/bar meals and drinks/trip, $72.00 on grocery and convenience store goods, $151 on motor
vehicle expenses, $74.00 on recreation and entertainment, and $50 per trip on other goods, such as souvenirs and clothes.

*3 The Leelanau Trail Study asked for actual dollar amounts spent, not percentages. Tourists spent an average $671 per party per
trip on lodging, $234 on restaurant/bar meals and drinks/trip, $145 on grocery and convenience store goods, $98 on motor vehicle
expenses, $70 on recreation and entertainment, and $51 on other goods, such as souvenirs and clothes.

Of the tourists surveyed who visited Oakland County primarily to use the Paint Creek Trail, 9%
stayed overnight in Oakland County and 91% were on day visits. During their trip to Oakland
County primarily to use the Paint Creek Trail, 9% spent money on lodging, 54% on restaurant
food/drink, 18% on groceries, 18% on their vehicle and 9% on all other items.




1.4 HiSTORY OF TRAIL DEVELOPMENT
The implementation of a countywide network
of connected trails seeks to fulfill recommen-
dations from the Oakland County Business
Roundtable. Since its conception by the Coun-
ty’s Planning & Economic Development Servic-
es Division, the vision of a countywide net-
work has moved closer to reality with 8 major,
multi-jurisdictional trail initiatives underway
and/or in operation. The following outlines the
major steps and accomplishments in the over-
all history and development of a connected

non-motorized system in Oakland County.

OAkLAND COUNTY BusINESs ROUNDTABLE-
1995 FINAL REPORT
The Oakland County Business Roundtable was
formed in the early 1990’s and was charged
with developing an “economic course to posi-
tion Oakland County for the competitive chal-
lenges in the international marketplace of the
next Millennium.” The Roundtable consisted of
125 people representing a broad cross-section
of interests, industries, and sectors. The group
was divided into 12 subcommittees who fo-
cused on developing recommendations for ar-
eas ranging from transportation and tax reform,
to quality of life
issues. The Quality
of Life Committee
made 3 recom-
mendations related
o to recreation and

, . trails:

¢ Provide Oakland
County residents

FINAL R_l']’()l{ T
BUSINESS ROUNDT ABLE

SAKLAND COUNTY MICHIGAN

with easy access
to a network of
paved bike paths
throughout the

county.

e Ensure that bike paths in the County support
family recreational activities and the needs
of bicycle commuters.

e Develop a bike path network that connects
with state, regional, county and local parks
and other recreational centers.

OAKLAND COUNTY TRAILS INITIATIVE

Oakland County Planning and Economic De-
velopment Services (PEDS) first assisted in the
planning for the Paint Creek Trail in the 1980s,
and then followed by developing the concept
for a countywide system of trails. The initiative
envisioned two primary trail/path components
—a Cross-County Trail and North County Trail
loop, as well as multiple local secondary trail
links. The Trails Initiative worked with local
trailway coalitions and governments to secure
several million dollars in funding to plan,
purchase, design, and construct miles of non-
motorized trail systems.

OAKLAND COuNTY TRAIL/PATH NETWORK STUDY
In 2002, the Oakland County Parks and Recre-
ation Commission, Oakland County Planning
and Economic Development, and the Huron
Clinton Metropolitan Authority joined together
to develop the Oakland County Trail/Path Net-
work Study to assess the feasibility of develop-
ing a county-wide Trail Network System. The
main focus of the study was to determine the
support for, and potential extent of the Coun-
ty’s role in developing a trail network, how to
fund and maintain it, and how to ensure safety
and minimize liability. The study involved ex-
tensive public input and workshops to develop
a vision for a connected network of trails and
provide input as to the specific role for the
County. Multiple findings and recommenda-
tions came out of the study including 3 primary
action items:




OAKLAND COUNTY TRAIL

DEVELOPMENT MILESTONES

. EARLY 1970’s - b

Abandonment of Penn
Central RR in Paint

Creek corridor _*
anticipated LATE 1970’s

Local, County and State
Agencies coordinate
efforts to purchase Paint
Creek corridor

County applies for
federal funding for Paint
Creek

Local Master Plans
indicate desire for non-
motorized trails

. 1981 -
Intergovernmental

Trailways Commission
formed by Rochester,
Avon (now Rochester
Hills), Oakland and
Orion Paint Creek Trail Opens-

First Michigan Rail Trail

1

Oakland County Trails
Initiative -- Cross
County Trail and North
County Trail Loop
Vision established

DNR Trust Fund pro-

vides 50% funding for
purchase of 10.5 miles
of Penn Central (Paint
Creek) right-of-way

T —
L AT

2002

Oakland County Trail/

Oakland County Busi-
ness Roundtable Report
recommends trail
development and con-

4

nectivity g
Path Network Project
-- Recommends OTAC
and Trail Network
2003 b Coordinator
OTAC formed and

Oakland County Trail
Network Coordinator

hired 4

Community Foundation
for Southeast Michigan
Regional

Greenways Workshops
. 2008 - b

Oakland County Trails
Master Plan Published




e Hire a full-time, salaried Trail Network Co-
ordinator to facilitate the development of the
network

e Create a Trail Advisory Council (TAC) to pro-
vide oversight and guidance to the Coordi-
nator

* Develop a concise Trail Hierarchy with
guidelines/standards for County and Local
Trails

OAkLAND COUNTY TrAILS ADVISORY COUNCIL
AND TRAIL NETWORK COORDINATOR

In 2003, and based on the recommendations
of the 2002 Trail/Path Network Study, the
Oakland County Parks and Recreation Depart-
ment developed a Trail Network Coordinator
position and also formed the Oakland Trails
Advisory Council (OTAC). The Coordinator
and OTAC work with a variety of partnering
agencies and interested stakeholders to expand
and coordinate a network of trails throughout
Oakland County. OTAC envisions an intercon-
nected trail system throughout the region to
facilitate enjoyment of the outdoors, provide
health and fitness opportunities, establish
transportation alternatives, and complement

economic development.

The OTAC group meets bi-monthly to share
resources, discuss needs and concerns, and
provide updates to local, county, regional, and
state efforts related to the implementation of
non-motorized systems.

1.5 PLANNING PROCESS

The Oakland County Trails Coordinator and

a Master Plan Sub-Committee comprised of
OTAC representatives and County staff over-
saw the development of the Trails Master Plan.
OTAC and the Master Plan Sub-Committee had
worked to develop an outline of desired plan

CURRENT PARTNERING OTAC
AGENCIES INCLUDE:

¢ QOakland Co. Parks and Recreation

¢ Oakland Co. Planning and Economic
Development Services

e Oakland Co. Board of Commissioners

¢ QOakland Co. Business Roundtable

¢ QOakland Co. Drain Commission

¢ Road Commission for Oakland County

* Huron-Clinton Metropolitan Authority

* Michigan DNR

* Michigan DOT

e Clinton River Trail Alliance (Clinton
River Trail)

o Headwaters Trails, Inc.

e Paint Creek Trailways Commission (Paint
Creek Trail)

¢ Polly Ann Trail Management Council,
Inc. (Polly Ann Trail)

e West Bloomfield Parks and Recreation
(West Bloomfield Trail)

* Huron Valley Trail

¢ Lakes Community Trail

¢ Woodward Corridor Trail

Advising Members:

e Hiking Michigan

e League of Michigan Bicyclists (LMB)

* Michigan Mountain Biking Association
(MMBA)

* Michigan Trails & Greenways Alliance
(MTGA)

e Oakland Equestrian Coalition

¢ Highland Equestrian Conservancy

e Blueway Interests




contents prior to hiring a consultant in Septem-
ber 2007 to assist in compilation of this docu-
ment. The Sub-Committee met with the consul-
tant team in September 2007 to discuss goals
for the project, purpose of the Master Plan, and
generally discuss plan contents and schedule.

Field work associated with the Gap Analysis
portion of the Master Plan was conducted in
November 2007 with draft findings from the
fieldwork presented to OTAC at their De-
cember 2007 meeting. Draft findings were
also emailed out to a broad cross-section of
stakeholders and agencies for their review and
input. The Gap Analysis findings were also
presented at a day long session of meetings

in January 2008 with affected stakeholders

to gather additional input and consensus on
preferred routes. The input from these meetings
was used to finalize the Gap Analysis findings
and recommendations contained within this
Master Plan. The revised findings were distrib-
uted to OTAC at their February 2008 meeting.

A draft of the Oakland County Trails Master
Plan (at approximately 75% complete) was pre-
sented to OTAC and meeting attendees at their
April 2008 meeting. Attendees were asked to
provide input and comments so they could be
incorporated into the final Master Plan.

The Master Plan Sub-Committee met again in
May 2008 to review the document and discuss
the draft in greater detail, with particular focus
on the development of the Action Plan and co-
ordination with the Oakland County Parks and
Recreation Strategic Planning efforts.

A final Master Plan was presented and ac-
cepted by OTAC at a special July 30, 2008
meeting. A public hearing was held in front of

the Parks and Recreation Commission on Sep-
tember 3, 2008 at which time the Commission
adopted the plan.

1.6 STAKEHOLDER INPUT

As has been documented, the Trails movement
in Oakland County has been underway for
many years. In the development of the non-
motorized system, including the Oak Routes
maps and the creation of OTAC, a significant
amount of input has been gathered from a
wide variety of stakeholders. Stakeholder input
is on-going as all OTAC meetings are open to
the public and are attended by a broad cross-
section of trail users, agencies, and managers
that provide input and ideas on a continuous
basis. In addition, as the Oak Routes program
has evolved, a significant number of commu-
nity specific meetings have been held through-
out the County to discuss the non-motorized
system, to provide education regarding trail
safety, design, funding, and development, and
to generally promote trails. There also have
been more formal stakeholder input gathering
efforts in recent years as described in the fol-

lowing sections.

OAKLAND COUNTY TRAIL SUMMITS

In 2003, Oakland County began organizing
and holding annual Trail Summits in order to
share information with other trail stakeholders,
to celebrate success stories, and provide a net-
working opportunity between various commu-
nities, agencies, and advocates. The following

Trail Summits have been held:

2003 Bloomer Park, Rochester Hills

2004 Independence Oaks County Park
2005 West Bloomfield Parks & Recreation
2006 Indian Springs Metropark

2007 Royal Park Hotel, Rochester




TRAIL SUMMIT
Oakland County Trail Summit’s have been
held on an annual basis since 2003 to

share information, network, and celebrate

trail successes.

GREENWAYS INITIATIVE REGIONAL VISIONING
WORKSHOPS

Beginning in the spring of 2006, the Com-
munity Foundation for Southeast Michigan,
through its GreenWays Initiative Program,
assisted and facilitated regional greenway
visioning workshops throughout southeastern
Michigan. Each county in the 7-county region
(Wayne, Oakland, Macomb, Monroe, Washt-
enaw, Livingston and St. Clair) received a grant
from the Community Foundation to assist in the
workshop process. The goal of each workshop
(or series of workshops in most counties) was
to gather information from all of the municipal-
ities in each county on the status of their trails
and greenways (or their plans if no greenways
were currently built). This information was
gathered by county staff before each workshop
so that the workshop could be spent analyzing
and reviewing the collected data, and com-
munities could discuss with each other ways
to connect their built and planned greenway
systems.

In Oakland County, this information was then
put into an existing GIS database to update
online and printed trail maps and the county’s
interactive trail mapping Website. The infor-
mation was also used to create the maps and
information found in this Master Plan.

In the fall of 2006 the Community Founda-
tion hosted a 7-county workshop at Greenfield
Village at The Henry Ford. More than 250
people attended this workshop to discuss ways
to connect their trails across county boundar-
ies throughout the entire metro-Detroit region.
The product was a series of maps created by
The Greenway Collaborative, illustrating the
greenway possibilities and potential for the
region.

GREENWAYS WORKSHOPS
Workshops were held with OTAC and
throughout the County in 2006 as part of

the Community Foundation for Southeast
Michigan’s regional greenway planning

efforts.

PARks AND ReCREATION CiTizEN SURVEY RESuULTS
The Parks and Recreation Department com-
pleted a citizen survey in 2006 to better under-
stand the needs and desires of the residents.
The survey was administered by phone and

Oakland County Trails Master Plan



mail with 607 surveys completed (95% level

of confidence with margin

of error of +/- 4%).
Several of the
questions and cor-
responding results
reflected the high
usage and importance
of trails within the
County. The largest
percentage of respon-
dents, 36%, indicated
that they have visited
walking, hiking, and bik-
ing trails in the County
within the past year.
The results also in-
dicated that walking
and biking trails are
the most important
parks and recreation
facility to all demo-
graphic groups.

OAaktAND COUNTY
TrAILS MASTER PLAN
Specific to the effort
of compiling this
Trails Master Plan,
the County has
gathered stakehold-

er comments in a

variety of methods.
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Q11. Parks and Recreation Facilities That Are
Most Important to Respondent Households

by percentage of respondents who selected the item as one of their top four choices

If courses
Waterparks and waterslides
Children's playgrounds
Fishing areas

Dog parks

Boating and sailing areas
Overnight camping area
Nature interpretive centers
Outdoor ice-skating areas
Toboggan runs

Mountain biking trails
Cross country skiing
Tennis courts
Amphitheaters

Conference centers for weddings/meetings

Skate park

Equestrian trails

Platform tennis courts

Bicycle motocross track

Equestrian center
Other

0%

1st Choice
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Combination of 4
Choices
Represents Depth
of Importance

Walking and biking
most important in
all demographic

groups
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60%

B Most Important

E2nd Most Important

EI3rd Most Important  E4th Most Important
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Source: Leisure Vision/ETC Institute (December 2006)

The Master Plan project was announced

and discussed at the Trails Summit held in

October 2007 in Rochester in order to raise

awareness of the project and encourage

participation.

The Master Plan project, including the

Table of Contents, Gap Analysis results, and

draft and final products were reviewed and

discussed at OTAC meetings from October
2007 through April 2008. OTAC meeting
participants and attendees represent a broad

cross-section of trail users, agencies, and

managers.

A series of stakeholder meetings were held

in January 2008 with communities, agen-

cies, and representatives that have a particu-

lar influence related to the various “gaps”




that were studied in detail for this Master
Plan.

Oakland County organized a meeting at the
City of Troy in March 2008 and invited all of
the communities that comprise the South-
east portion of Oakland County where the
highest percentage of residents reside. The
meeting was held to share information and
ideas between the various communities re-
garding non-motorized systems and connec-
tions. The emerging “urban trail network”
was discussed as was the Trails Master Plan.

[
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EXISTING
CONDITIONS

WHILE THE FOCUS OF THIS
MASTER PLAN IS THE EMERGING
NON-MOTORIZED SYSTEM WITHIN
OAKLAND COUNTY, IT IS IMPOR-
TANT TO UNDERSTAND THE LARGER
CONTEXT OF TRAIL PLANNING AND
DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE STATE
AND REGION. THIS CHAPTER ALSO
HIGHLIGHTS THE MAJOR TRAIL SYS-
TEMS WITHIN OAKLAND COUNTY AS
WELL AS RELATED INITIATIVES AND
PROGRAMS.

2.1 STATE AND REGIONAL CONTEXT
There are a number of efforts throughout
Michigan that have a direct impact on the Oak-
land County trail system and highlight the fact
that the trails being planned and built within
Oakland County are part of a much larger non-
motorized effort. These initiatives and efforts
are described on the following pages.

CONNECTING MICHIGAN PLAN

The year-long work of 10 task forces on state-
wide trail issues culminated in 2007 in the
release of “Connecting Michigan: A Statewide
Trails Vision and Action Plan”, a report is-
sued by project partners: Michigan Trails and
Greenways Alliance, the National Park Service
Rivers, Trails, and Conservation Assistance
Program, and Michigan Recreation and Park
Association Trails, Greenways, and Blueways

Committee. The task forces each covered dis-

tinctly different topics:

e Funding

* Programming

* Promotions

e GIS statewide trails mapping

e On-road connections to trails

* Private property easements

e Multi-use trail design standards

e Advocacy support

e Regional collaboration

e State and local interdepartmental coordina-
tion

The deliberations of these task forces com-
prised of over 100 individuals and resulted in
39 goals and 109 action steps. Four overarch-
ing goals emerged which form a framework
for an interconnected trailway network that
connects every region of the state. Goals of the
Connecting Michigan Plan include:

* Ensure that Michigan’s trailway stakehold-
ers have ready access to technical resources
and best practices from Michigan and be-
yond, and across all the many facets of trail-
ways planning, acquisition, development,
maintenance, operations, and advocacy.

* Improve Michigan’s financial, maintenance,
and marketing resources necessary for
developing, promoting, enhancing, and sus-
taining a statewide interconnected trailway
system.

¢ Improve coordination and communication,
encourage cooperation, foster new partner-
ships to support trailway planning, develop-
ment, management, and programming that
enhances the trailway experience.

e Provide Michigan’s trailway stakeholders
with a compelling statewide trailway vision
and a tactical plan to achieve and market
the vision.

Oakland County Trails Master Plan



Noquemanon Trails Network o, of Michigan Trails Council

Susan Brian (906) 228-6182 Ann McDevitt (231 348-8280
info@noquetrails.org info@trailscouncil.org
www.noquetrails.org www.trailscouncil.org

Huron Greenways Initiative

Diane Rekowski (989) 732-3551
www.hurongreenways.info
. drekowski@nemcog.org

Saginaw Bay Greenways
c/o Conservation Fund

Mike Kelly (989) 892-9171
kellym@conservationfund.org

Traverse Area Recreatio ‘
and Transportation Trail

Bob Otwell (231) 941-4300
bob@traversetrails.org
www.traversetrails.org

Genesee Regional
Trails Network

Heidi Peterson (810) 766-6565
hpeterson@co.genesee.mi.us
www.flintriver.org/greenlinks

Kalkaska Area Recreational

and Transportation Trails

Bob Burgin (231) 258-3307 and Tom Sheneman
kswcd@torchlake.com

West Michigan Trails and Greenways
Peter Deboer (616) 363-6884
trailwaypete@sbcglobal.net

Heart of Michigan Trails Network

Bob Moore (517) 244-7191
bmoore@ingham.org

Southwest Michigan Alliance
for Recreational Trails

Marcy Colclough (269) 925-1137 x 25
colcloughm@swmicomm.org

c/o Northeast Michigan Council of Governments

GreenWays Initiative Oakland Trails Advisory Council
Tom Woiwode (313) 961-6675 Melissa Prowse (248) 858-4611
twoiwode@cfsem.org prowsem@oakgov.com
http://greenways.cfsem.org http://www.oakgov.com/parksrec/

. R program_service/trails_intro.html
Downriver Linked Greenways

Anita Twardesky (734) 626-5465 St. Clair County Trails
anita@riversidekayak.com Mark Brochu (810) 989-6960
Mary Bohling (313) 235-9159 mbrochu@stclaircounty.org
bohling@msu.edu www.stclaircounty.org

Macomb County Trails

John Crumm (586) 469-5285
john.crumm@co.macomb.mi.us
www.wadetrim.com/resources/macomb/index htm




The Plan and accompanying endorsements
are now being used to build momentum for
funding, legislative action, and advocacy that
will drive the implementation of the Connect-
ing Michigan Plan. The Michigan Trails and
Greenways Alliance will monitor the progress
of the plan as well as undertake many of the
action steps in addition to encouraging other
groups to take the lead on other recommenda-
tions. MTGA will also dovetail their work with
the Governor’s state trails initiative, “Michigan
Trails at the Crossroads: A Vision for Connect-
ing Michigan”, since the two plans work very
well together as well as coordinate with the

Governor’s State Trails Advisory Council.

MICHIGAN RECREATION AND PARKS ASSOCIATION
TraiLs, GREENWAYS, BLUEWAYS, AND OPEN SPACE
COMMITTEE

The Trails, Greenways, Blueways, and Open
Space Committee was formed in 2006 under
the Michigan Recreation and Parks Association
umbrella. The Committee promotes a statewide
network of trails, greenways, and water trails
and also works to enhance the movement of
trail advancement nationally and statewide to
the trail community. Recreation opportunities
are also promoted to enhance quality of life,
influencing landscapes and diverse acces-
sibility. The Committee organized and held a
day-long training and information sharing ses-
sion as a precursor to the annual MRPA State
Conference (held in Traverse City in 2008). The
session was attended by more than 100 people
and included such topics as legal liability, trail
technology, programming, and maintenance.

PROMOTING AcTiVE COMMUNITIES PROGRAM
Sponsored by the Michigan Department of
Community Health, the Governor’s Council on
Physical Fitness, Sports and Health, Michigan
State University, and the Prevention Research
Center of Michigan, the Promoting Active
Communities program is an online assessment
and award system. Communities can use the
online
self-as- DESIGN GUIDELINES FOR
sessment
to evaluate
their built
environ-

Commuhities

. roving Commu!
Tmagining, Creaxtlr;\gvt ?\f;ds mP ecreation
ty, cty .

i iving, and R
Physical Activi wng

;!

ments, poli-
cies, and
programs
related to
promoting
and support-
ing physi-
cal activity.

communities that

Michigan
complete the assessment are eligible for an
award that recognizes them as an innovative
Michigan community that is making it easier
for their citizens to lead an active lifestyle. The
program is part of a state initiative on physical
activity to help Michigan communities make
changes to their policies, promotion strategies,
and the physical design of their communities
to make it easier for residents to be physically
active. In order to help communities move to-
ward becoming more active, a guidebook was
created entitled “Design Guidelines for Active
Michigan Communities: Imagining, Creating,
and Improving Communities for Physical Activ-
ity, Active Living, and Recreation”.

Oakland County Trails Master Plan




COMMUNITY FOUNDATION FOR SOUTHEAST
MicHIGAN ReGIONAL GREENWAYS VISION

Over the past several years, the cities, coun-
ties, neighborhoods and community groups

of southeastern Michigan have come together
in unprecedented ways to create a network of
greenways serving local areas as well as the
region. These non-motorized routes are linking
neighborhoods to schools, communities to cul-
tural centers, and people to people. The ben-
efits include new opportunities for recreation,
fitness, economic development and neighbor-
hood enhancement. Most recently, in 2006,
the 7-county region that makes up Southeast
Michigan got together to develop an updated
Southeast Michigan Greenways Vision which
also reflects the desired non-motorized con-
nections in the Oakland County area. Coun-
ties worked together with each other and with
local municipalities and interested stakeholders
to develop a long-term vision for a connected
system of greenways and non-motorized ac-
commodations.

The Regional Trails and Greenways Vision for
Oakland County was produced by utilizing the
Oak Routes maps and information as a starting
point and then holding several local and re-
gional workshops to gather input and updates.
The Greenways Vision for Oakland County
reflects the desires of the workshop participants
and represents various opportunities to provide
connections to the major destinations within

and around Oakland County and the region.

MDOT NoN-MoTorizep COMMITTEE

The Michigan Department of Transportation’s

(MDOT’s) Metro Region Office, which serves

Wayne, Oakland, Macomb and St. Clair coun-
ties, formed the Metro Region Non-motorized

Advisory Committee in early 2005. The com-

mittee’s mission is “to advance the planning,
funding, construction, maintenance and usage
of non-motorized transportation facilities.”

A major goal of the group is to create link-
ages and connections within the regional trail
network by coordinating non-motorized plans
with region-wide road planning and project

scoping.

The committee, which meets quarterly, in-
cludes recreation and transportation represen-
tatives from each of the Metro Region counties
and the City of Detroit, several non-motorized
advocacy groups, and MDOT staff. Among the
achievements of the committee are guidance in
preparing a non-motorized transportation plan
for St. Clair County and assistance in studying,
rehabilitating and maintaining the 1-275 Bike
Path, which the committee considers to be the
“spine” of the area trail network.

Macoms CounTty TRAILWAYS MASTER PLAN

The Macomb County Planning & Economic
Development Department completed a Coun-
ty-wide Trailways Master Plan in 2004. The
County worked closely with local, regional and
state agencies to develop a plan that presented
a unified and coordinated vision for non-mo-
torized transportation planning and develop-
ment in Macomb County. The Master

Plan serves
asaguideto Y
trail planning, -
design and
construction. A
stakeholder group

County
Macomb Countd

consisting of Master Pl

multiple agencies

and interest groups

developed a goal
statement and guid-
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ing principles for the project, communicated
the trail efforts occurring at the local level, and
discussed issues regarding potential routes and
connections. The Master Plan included trail
connections to Oakland County along the Red
Run Drain, Macomb Orchard Trail and a con-
nection to the Polly Ann Trail through Bruce
Township. The development of the Master Plan
also included public forums to gather addi-
tional comments and input. Macomb County is
currently in the process (2008) of updating the
County Trailways Master Plan to illustrate new
sections of constructed trail, as well as revised
routes, destinations and priorities.

DetrOIT NON-MOTORIZED URBAN TRANSPORTA-
TION MASTER PLAN

The City of Detroit prepared and adopted a
non-motorized master plan in 2006 that out-
lines the locations and types of non-motorized
facilities recommended for the City. The pro-
posed system consists of a comprehensive net-
work of functional routes classified as: Regional
Connectors; City Connectors; Neighborhood
Connectors; Downtown-Midtown Connectors;
and City Loops. Each route is proposed to con-
sist of a recommended facility type, including:
Bike Paths; Bike Lanes; Blue Bike Lanes (blue
surfaced); Shared Parking Lanes and Shared
Curb Lanes.

The Regional Connector routes follow selected
state trunklines within Detroit and are recom-
mended to take the form of bike lanes. The City
Connector routes are identified along selected
arterial streets and are to be designed as shared
parking lanes or shared curb lanes. The Neigh-
borhood Connector routes are envisioned

as shared parking lanes or shared curb lanes
along important inter-connecting neighborhood
streets. Blue bike lanes are recommended along
the Downtown-Midtown Connector routes,

which follow important streets in the midtown
and downtown districts of the city. City Loop
routes are identified along scenic streets and
are predominantly designed to accommodate
bike lanes.

The Master Plan takes into consideration
existing and planned regional non-motorized
systems and the systems of adjacent communi-
ties. Along the Detroit/Oakland County border,
8 Mile Road is designated as a Regional Con-
nector route and a number of non-motorized
connection points are also identified. A major
proposed non-motorized connection point is
designated at Woodward Avenue, which is a

proposed Regional Connector route.

OAKLAND EQUESTRIAN COALITION

The Oakland Equestrian Coalition was founded

in early 2003. It is an advocacy group rep-

resenting the varied equestrian interests in

Oakland County. Members have interests in

farming, trail riding, breeding, showing, 4-H

horse activities, equestrian teams, boarding

farms, and equestrian facilities. The Oakland

Equestrian Coalition represents equestrians of

all ages. The vision for the Oakland Equestrian

Coalition is to:

e Educate Oakland County governmental
units and citizens about equestrian concerns
in Oakland County.

e Promote growth of equestrian activities in
Oakland County.

* Preserve existing equestrian facilities and
trails in Oakland County.

e Develop new equestrian opportunities in
Oakland County, including access to the
entire Oakland County Greenways system of
multi-use trails.




D 1 ICHIGAN EQUINE SURVEY - 2007

An Equine Survey was conducted in 2007 by the USDA, NASS, Michigan Field Office in order
to update the last major equine survey which was completed in 1996. The estimate of equine
in Michigan as of June 2007 was 155,000, an increase of 25,000 (19.2% increase) from 1996.
Excluding wages and salaries to hired workers, operators and owners incurred over $800 mil-
lion of equine-related expenditures in 2006 including costs for feed, fuel, health care, trans-
portation, equipment, tack, boarding, bedding, breeding, show and race entry fees, and taxes.
The Equine Survey illustrated that Oakland County contains the largest number of horses (at
6,900) than any other county in the state.

Top Equine Inventory Counties (June 2007)

Oakland 6,900
Washtenaw 6,300
Livingston 5,900
Jackson 5,700
Hillsdale 5,500
Lapeer 5,100

Six County Total 35,400

These six counties accounted for almost a quarter of the equine in the State of Michigan.

Equine: Trail and Pleasure Riding Locations Used

Location Owners (%)
Parks or recreation areas 23
State or national forests 14

Wildlife management areas 6

Public roads 36
Private land 53
Other 6

Do not ride 41




2.2 MAjOR OAKLAND COUNTY SYSTEMS
Oakland County, the Oakland Trails Advisory
Council, numerous agencies, and Friends
Groups have worked together to implement 8
major trail systems that, when complete, will
crisscross Oakland County and connect into
adjacent counties and regions. The 8 major
trail systems that comprise the primary spine of
the emerging non-motorized network are de-
scribed in further detail on the following pages.

1-275 Bike PATH

Constructed in the 1970’s, the 1-275 Bike Path
is located within the right-of-way of MDOT’s
[-275 freeway. Over 42 miles in length, this re-
gional trail traverses through eleven communi-
ties within three counties, including the Cities
of Novi and Farmington Hills within Oakland
County. The segment of the trail located within
Oakland County is approximately 4.1 miles in
length. Along its route, the path provides ac-
cess to numerous destinations including Wayne
County’s Hines Park, several Metroparks,
neighborhoods, commercial, office, and en-
tertainment venues, as well as local parks and
natural resources. Until recently, the bike path,
however, has received little attention in terms
of maintenance and rehabilitation since con-
struction. Renewed interest in connected trail
corridors and transportation alternatives has
breathed life into the deteriorating trail system.

In 2006, the Michigan Trails and Greenways
Alliance (MTGA) (former Rails-to-Trails Conser-
vancy Michigan Chapter), in conjunction with
the League of Michigan Bicyclists, and with
funding from the GreenWays Initiative of the
Community Foundation for Southeast Michi-
gan, published a study of the I-275 Bike Path
in Oakland, Wayne, and Monroe counties. The
2006 Study consisted of two phases:

1) Consultation with individual communities
on the feasibility of making connections to
the bike path, and their overall impression
of it; and,

2) Forming an organized structure to provide
for coordinated communication between
communities and MDOT for the long-term

sustainability of the bike path.

The vision for the 1-275 Bike Path by the vari-
ous user groups is to rehabilitate the trail so
that it can serve as a premier trail system and
the main spine connecting all of the other non-
motorized efforts moving forward in the region
and state.

The MTGA efforts and report led to the Michi-
gan Department of Transportation conducting
and funding an Asset Management Study of the
42-mile trail system. The MDOT Study began
in 2007 and will be completed in 2008. The
Study includes a comprehensive analysis ad-
dressing how to best rehabilitate and manage
the existing bike path within the 1-275 Corridor,

Reviving the 1-275 Bikeway:
The Potential for Community
Enhancement

An lntorlm Regort
Masch, 2006

Oakland County Trails Master Plan



as well as determine the feasibility of expand-
ing the trail to the south into the City of Mon-

roe.

The Asset Management Study includes a de-
tailed inventory of the existing system utiliz-
ing GPS and GIS technologies to document
pavement condition, vegetation overgrowth,
bridge locations, trail width, ADA accessibility
and user safety concerns. The inventory also
includes a field examination of road crossings
and assessment of pedestrian bridge condi-
tions. Several public meetings were held during
the project period with user groups and local
communities along the corridor. The results of
the existing conditions analysis and extension
feasibility study were the basis for the develop-
ment of recommendations and probable cost
estimates related to the rehabilitation of the
system.

BIKE PATH CONDITIONS

1-275 BIKE PA
ASSESSMENT
EXISTING CONDITIONS
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MDOT has committed to moving forward with
a multi-year, multi-phase rehabilitation project
of the 1-275 Bike Path. They are also planning
to design a trail extension from the 1-275 path
north along M-5 to Pontiac Trail Road (slated
for 2008/2009).

PoLLy ANN TrAIL

The Polly Ann Trail uses the abandoned P.O. &
N. railroad corridor. This linear park traverses
12.2 miles through some of the most beautiful
and untouched landscape in northern Oak-
land County. It begins in Orion Township at
Joslyn and Indianwood Roads and continues
northeast through Oxford and Leonard to the
Oakland/Lapeer County line at Bordman Road.
The trail connects the communities of Orion
Township, Oxford Township, the Village of
Oxford, Addison Township, and the Village of
Leonard. The trail is open to walking, hiking,
jogging, cycling, horseback riding, and cross
country skiing. With significant federal and
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state funding, the railroad corridor was pur-
chased for use as a trail in 1997 and 1999. The
trail is owned by the Michigan Department of
Natural Resources and managed by the Polly
Ann Trailway Management Council, Inc. The
Council is a nonprofit, intergovernmental entity
that meets on a monthly basis and consists of
representatives from Orion Township, Oxford
Township, Village of Leonard, and the Village
of Oxford. The Council receives staff assistance

from a Trail Manager.

The state-owned segment of the Lapeer County
Polly Ann Trail is approximately 20 miles long
and is managed by Lapeer County. The Lapeer
County section traverses from Bordman Road
to Kings Mill, passing through Dryden, Imlay
City, and Lum.

PAINT Creek TRAIL

The 8.9-mile Paint Creek Trail follows the old
Penn Central Railroad and connects the Cities
of Rochester and Rochester Hills, Village of
Lake Orion, and Oakland and Orion Town-
ships. The trail also connects into the Clinton
River Trail and Macomb Orchard Trail via the
Downtown Rochester River Walk with plans to
connect to the Polly Ann Trail. The Paint Creek
Trail was the first rail trail project in the State
of Michigan and opened in 1990. The trail is
managed by the Paint Creek Trailways Com-
mission established through an intergovern-
mental agreement between the four commu-
nities of Rochester, Rochester Hills, Oakland
Township and Orion Township. The members
share expenses of the annual operating budget,
including a Trail Manager, and are responsible
for maintenance on the segment of trail within

their boundaries.

Porry ANN AND PAINT CREEK TRAILS

The Polly Ann Trail uses the abandoned P.O. & N railroad corridor and traverses 12.2 miles

through northern Oakland County. The Paint Creek Trail was the first rail-trail in Michigan, is

8.9 miles and connects the communities of Rochester, Rochester Hills, Village of Lake Orion,

Oakland and Orion Townships.
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CuINTON River TrAIL

The Clinton River Trail is a 16-mile trail within
an abandoned rail line traversing through the
heart of Oakland County, including the cities
of Sylvan Lake, Pontiac, Auburn Hills, Roch-
ester Hills and Rochester. It connects with the
existing West Bloomfield Trail to the west, the
Macomb Orchard Trail to the east, and Paint
Creek Trail to the north. The Grand Trunk
Railroad (originally called the Michigan Air
Line) established the rail corridor in 1879. In
1998, when the railroad divested this portion
of the rail road, the City of Auburn Hills pur-
chased a 2-mile section which was the catalyst
for the formation of the Friends of the Clinton
River Trail group and future acquisitions of the
property for use as a public trail. Each com-
munity manages/maintains their own portion of
the trail, while the Clinton River Trail Alliance
(comprised of representatives from each com-
munity) meets monthly to plan and coordinate
trail activities.

WEesT BLOOMFIELD TRAIL

The West Bloomfield Trail is a 4.25 mile rail-to-
trail project that traverses through West Bloom-
field, Orchard Lake, Keego Harbor and Sylvan
Lake. The West Bloomfield Woods Nature Pre-
serve is the west trailhead and Sylvan Manor
Park is the east trailhead. Sylvan Manor Park
also serves as the trailhead for the Clinton River
Trail, enabling West Bloomfield Trail users to
continue northeast toward Pontiac. Along the
trail, 21 nature interpretive sites give visitors
the opportunity to see various habitats without
putting undue pressure on the ecosystems and
sensitive wildlife species.

Lakes COMMUNITY TRAIL
The Lakes Community Trail is located between
the West Bloomfield Trail and the Huron Valley

Trail. The trail is 3.2 miles long and runs east
to west through the City of Wixom, Village

of Wolverine, and Commerce Township. The
trail connects several parks and green spaces

together such as Clara Miller Park, Maple Glen

CLINTON RIVER TRAIL
The 16-mile rail trail passes through Syl-
van Lake, Pontiac, Auburn Hills, Rochester
Hills and Rochester. The trail connects to
the West Bloomfield Trail to the west, the
Macomb Orchard Trail to the east, and the
Paint Creek Trail to the north.

Oakland County Trails Master Plan



Park, Hickory Glen Park, Gilbert Willis Park,
and Proud Lake State Park. The asphalt trail
was constructed in the early 2000’s and varies
between 6 and 8 feet wide. Each community
maintains the portion of the trail within their
jurisdiction. Many of the local Safety Path sys-

tems connect into the Lakes Community Trail.

HURON VALLEY TRAIL

The Huron Valley Trail is a network of trails uti-
lizing the former railroad corridor connecting
the cities of Wixom and South Lyon. It begins
at Lyon Oaks County Park, accessible from
Pontiac Trail, and follows the former “Airline
Railroad” corridor westward through Milford
Township. At 1-96 a connector trail heads west
toward Kensington Metropark and Island Lake
State Recreation Area. The trail to South Lyon
is relatively flat with very gentle grades while
the trail to Kensington/Island Lake offers some
challenging hills. A unique boardwalk under
[-96 provides access from Island Lake Recre-

ation Area to Kensington Metropark.

HEADWATERS TRAILS
In northwest Oakland County, the Townships of
Groveland, Holly, Rose and Springfield and the
Village of Holly are continuing to explore op-
tions for the Headwaters Trails. The Headwa-
ters Trails will be an interconnected trail system
providing recreation and fitness opportunities
from Holly to Rose Oaks to Seven Lakes State
Park. Headwaters Trails Inc. is a non-profit
501(c)(3) organization dedicated to the con-
struction of a trail network in the Headwaters
region. The Headwaters Trails system includes
4 proposed trail routes/segments:
e Top of the Shiawassee River

Water Heritage Trail

The Top of the Shiawassee River Water Heri-

tage Trail is a shallow river starting from the

WEST BLOOMFIELD TRAIL
The West Bloomfield Nature Preserve

anchors the western end of the 4.25 mile
West Bloomfield Trail.

old water works building in the Village of
Holly and traveling seven river miles down-
stream through an unspoiled natural land-
scape to Strom Park in the City of Fenton.
Great Blue Herons, Kingfishers and Sandhill
cranes can be seen on most trips down the
river.

Village-Township Connector

This 4.3-mile segment of the Headwaters
Trail system is proposed to traverse from
the Village of Holly to Holly Township and
provide a connection to various destinations
including WaterWorks Park, downtown his-
toric Holly, as well as five parks that will be
connected by the trail.




e Seven Lakes Park Connector
The Seven Lakes State Park Connector seg-
ment will connect the Village of Holly with
the Seven Lakes State Park. From downtown
historic Holly traveling west, the path will
follow along village streets and end at the
entrance of Seven Lakes State Park.

* Rose Oaks Connector
The Rose Oaks Connector segment of the
Headwaters Trail system will connect the
Village of Holly to Camp Has-O-Rec on
the border of Rose Oaks County Park. Rose
Oaks is a 260 acre passive use County park.
The nineteen acres of the former school
camp Has-O-Rec would be able to serve as

a trailhead and staging area.

HURON VALLEY AND

Lakes COMMUNITY TRAILS

The 3.2-mile Lakes Community Trail was
built in the early 2000’s within Wixom, Vil-
lage of Wolverine, and Commerce Town-

HEADWATERS TRAILS

The Headwaters Trails system encompasses ship. The Huron Valley Trail leads from the

4 connected segments including the Shia- Orion Oaks County Park, through Wixom,

wassee River Water Heritage Trail, the Milford, and into Lyon and South Lyon.

Village-Township Connector, Seven Lakes The Huron Valley Trail also connects into

Park Connector, and the Rose Oaks Con- Kensington Metropark and Island Lake State

nector. Recreation Area.
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Major Oakland County Trail Systems

Trail Name Width Surface Length Year
Established
1-275 Bike Path 6-10 Asphalt 4.1 miles (+38 miles in 1970’s
Wayne & Monroe Counties)
Polly Ann Trail 12 Asphalt 14.2 miles 1997
Crushed Aggregate (+ 20 miles in Lapeer Co)
Paint Creek Trail 8’ Asphalt 8.9 miles 1990
Crushed Limestone
Clinton River Trail 107 Asphalt 16 miles 2003
Crushed Limestone
Recycled Asphalt
West Bloomfield Trail 8’ Crushed Limestone 4.25 miles 1991
Lakes Community Trail ~ 6-8’ Asphalt 3.2 miles Early 00’s
Huron Valley Trail 10 Asphalt 10.5 miles 2003
Headwaters Trails Water Trail 7 miles
Land Trails (Proposed)

EQuESTRIAN TRAILS

As documented in previous sections of this
Master Plan, Oakland County has the greatest
number of equine in the State of Michigan. The
equestrian community and various trail rider
groups and associations actively coordinate
and promote the needs of the equestrian com-
munity with local communities, the County,
land management agencies, and OTAC.

As is illustrated on the map on the following

page, there are currently approximately 74

miles of public equestrian trails in Oakland
County including trails at: Addison Oaks,
Highland Oaks and Rose Oaks County Parks;
Proud Lake and Highland Recreation Areas;
Ortonville; Pontiac Lake; Indian Springs and
Kensington Metroparks; Polly Ann Trail and the
northern section of the Paint Creek Trail.

MOoUNTAIN BIKE TrAILS

There are also approximately 134 miles of pub-
lic mountain bike trails within Oakland County
at various locations. The Michigan Mountain




Equestrian Trails in Oakland County
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Mountain Bike Trails in Oakland County
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AKLAND COUNTY EQUESTRIAN
TrAIL GROUPS:

e Oakland Equestrian Coalition

¢ Highland Equestrian Conservancy

* Addison Oaks Trail Riders

e Pinckney Trail Riders Association

e Pontiac Lake Horseman’s Association

e Highland Trail Riders

e Proud Lake Trail Riders

e Brighton Trail Riders

¢ Ortonville Recreation Equestrian
Association

e Huron River Riders

* Waterloo Horseman’s Association

e Shiawassee Trail Riders

¢ Polly Ann Trail

* Rose Oaks Equine Adventurers

e QOakland County Schools Equestrian
Teams

¢ Kensington Trail Riders

Biking Association (MMBA) is an advising
member to OTAC with staff and members fre-
quently providing updates, insights, and advice
regarding mountain biking opportunities and
issues. The Metro North Chapter and Metro
South Chapter of MMBA specifically cover the
Oakland County geographic area (dividing line
is Woodward Avenue and M-59). As is illustrat-
ed on the map on the previous page, mountain
bike trail opportunities are offered at multiple
locations in Oakland County. In addition to
those trails highlighted on the map, the MMBA
also recently built mountain bike trails in Hub-
bell Pond Park in the Village of Milford.

2.4 RELATED EFFORTS AND INITIATIVES
Several significant planning efforts exist or

are under development in the County that are
closely correlated to the Oak Routes initiative

and the emerging non-motorized system.

OAK Rivers/GREEN RIVERS

The Oak Rivers (Green Rivers) grew out of
the Rouge Green Corridor effort that began

in 2004 in southeast Oakland County within
Birmingham, Beverly Hills, and Southfield. The
purpose of the Rouge Green Corridor effort

is to provide local communities with tools to
identify and facilitate the promotion, protec-
tion and enhancement of riparian green cor-
ridors as unique assets in the watershed. The
Rouge Green Corridor effort included a public
education poster, branding logo, and planning

manual.

From the success and enthusiasm that resulted
from the Rouge Green Corridor project, the
Oakland County Environmental Stewardship
Program initiated the OakRivers program in
order to maximize Oakland County’s river
corridors as community assets. Priority River
Corridors were identified by 100 local stake-
holders during two workshops in 2007. Priority
River Corridors are those that feature all of the
following community assets:
e Significant wildlife habitat and biodiversity
protection
e Significant water quality protection
e Community amenity including recreational,
scenic, historic, and/or cultural value

L o e = el
i ' __"_Id‘;aﬁ* 3&:&— bl 5

¢RThe Rouge Green Corridor




OAKLAND PROGRAM

The goal of Oakland County’s Environmental
Stewardship Program is to develop a network
of linked natural areas throughout the County.
In 2002, the Environmental Stewardship
Program partnered with the Michigan Natural
Features Inventory (MNFI) and created the first
County-wide potential natural areas coverage.
The companion report, the Oakland County
Potential Conservation/Natural Areas Report
(completed in 2004), identifies and ranks Po-
tential Natural Areas remain-

ing in the

County.

“Potential

Conserva-

tion Areas Poten-tial/

: Conservatlon

are defined Notural Areas
as places on Report

the landscape

P

d om i " ated by Michigan Natural Featu
P
mic Development Service:

Oskland County Planting & EO

native vegetation that have various levels of
potential for harboring high quality natural
areas and unique natural features. In addition,
these areas may provide critical ecological
services such as maintaining water quality and
quantity, soil development and stabilization,
pollination of cropland, wildlife travel corri-
dors, stopover sites for migratory birds, sources
of genetic diversity, and floodwater retention.”
However, the actual ecological value of these
areas can only be truly ascertained through on
the ground surveys.

The report documents that Oakland County
remains rich with high quality natural resource
areas that still look and function the way they
did 200 years ago. Some of these sites have the
potential of harboring endangered, threatened,
or special concern animal and plant species.
With the high rate of development and its as-
sociated stresses on the natural environment,
conservation of these remaining areas and their
native plant and animal populations are vital

if the County’s diverse natural heritage is to be
maintained.

The County utilized GIS to develop a map il-
lustrating potential conservation sites. Emphasis
was specifically placed on the intactness of

the potential conservation area, wetlands and
wetland complexes, riparian corridors, and
forested tracts. The potential areas were then
classified as Priority One, Two, or Three (by
using natural break classification) based on the
number of points they were given during the
analysis.

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE VISION

The Potential Natural Area information serves
as the foundation for Oakland County’s Green
Infrastructure Visioning effort. The Green

Oakland County Trails Master Plan



Infrastructure Vision focuses on identifying an
interconnected network of green space that

conserves natural ecosystem
values and functions, guides
sustainable development, and
provides communities with
associated economic and
quality-of-life benefits.

Green Infrastructure Networks

consist of the following com-

ponents:

e Hubs: Hubs anchor the
network and provide an

origin or destination for wildlife. Hubs
range in size from large conservation
areas to smaller parks and preserves. Hubs
provide habitat for native wildlife and help
maintain natural ecological processes.

e Sites: Smaller ecological landscape features
that can serve as a point of origin or desti-
nation or incorporate less extensive eco-

logical important areas.

¢ Links: The connections that hold the net-

Oakland County Planning’s Environmental
Stewardship Program provides green infrastruc-

ture capacity building assis-
tance to local governments,
businesses, work groups and
individual citizens in both
urban and rural areas. Embed-
ded within the green infra-
structure planning effort is

the idea that all stakeholders
should have the opportunity
to create and implement their
own unique piece of the over-
all County Vision.

At a series of work sessions being held across

Oakland County, community participants in-
ventoried existing green infrastructure features,

established collaboration opportunities and

considered how to set and achieve future con-
servation goals. Many of the identified hubs,
sites, and links fall within public parkland.

Trails can play a key role by linking the hubs

work together and enable it to function.

Links facilitate movement from one hub to

and sites of the green infrastructure network.

another.
(
Natural Parks & Community Computer Local
Resources Recreation Plans Technology Knowledge

=
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OAKLAND COUNTY PARKS AND RECREATION
MasTEr PLAN - 2007

The Oakland County Parks and Recreation
Department completed a Parks and Recreation
Master Plan in March 2007. The purpose of the
plan is to guide recreation and planning efforts
through 2011 and to meet necessary MDNR
standards for eligibility for grant programs. The
Master Plan included an overall description of
the County and overview of the administrative
structure and financing for the department, an
inventory of County Parks, a needs assessment
and summary of public input, goals and objec-
tives, as well as a capital improvement plan
and implementation strategies.

= .o
p ..;.'
-

AKLAND COUNTY PARKS
AND RECREATION MASTER
PrAN GoOALS:

* Acquire, preserve and manage parkland
and natural resources.

¢ Provide outstanding facilities and pro-

grams.

¢ Provide the highest quality recreational
and educational services.

* Enhance communications, cooperation
and coordination with intergovernmen-
tal agencies, the private sector and other

organizations.

e Sustain the financial stability and viabil-
ity of parks system.

BLuewAy WATER TRAIL EXPLORATORY COMMITTEE

Oakland County Planning & Economic Devel-

opment Services is coordinating an effort to

evaluate and promote five water trails includ-

ing:

e Shiawassee River (Holly to Fenton)

e Huron River (Proud Lake State Recreation
Area to Milford)

e Clinton River (Auburn Hills to Rochester)

e Clinton River (Waterford Township)

e Rouge River (City of Southfield)

With the assistance of Oakland County Parks,
Riverside Kayak Connection, local communi-
ties, and other agencies, the Blueway Water
Trail Committee will evaluate the current river
status, existing gaps, enhancement needs,

potential economic implications, and formulate

- “ T
ol
|2 e
A

MPORTANCE OF RIVERS IN
OAKLAND COUNTY

e River corridors connect communities

with their history and culture

e River corridor vegetation is the last de-
fense for protecting the water quality of

lakes, rivers, and streams

e River corridors provide critical wildlife
habitat and movement pathways

e River corridors cross boundaries and tie

communities together

* River corridors provide significant eco-
nomic value for communities (Ecological
Services, Recreational Value, Tourism
value, Property Value)




a recommendation to OTAC regarding further
action on the topic. Future activities for the
Blueway Water Trail Committee and OTAC
may include assisting with wayfinding signage,
river guide/map, interpretive kiosks, and canoe/
kayak events.

Water resources continue to be an essen-

tial component of Oakland County’s natural
heritage. The headwaters for five out of the six
major rivers found in the County originate here
and meander throughout the region and drain
into Lake St. Clair, Lake Erie, or the Saginaw
Bay. The County’s lake and river systems also
support a wealth of water-based recreational
opportunities including fishing, boating, bird
watching, and swimming.

SHiAWASSEE RIVER WATER HERITAGE TRAIL
SIGNAGE MANUAL

As an integral part of the development of the
Top of the Shiawassee River Water Heritage
Trail, a Trail Signage Manual was prepared in
the spring of 2008 by Oakland
County Planning & Economic
Development Services and Head-
waters Trails, Inc. This manual
serves as a guideline for the effort
to construct wayfinding signage

along the seven mile water trail.
Additionally, it is hoped that the

signage manual will be used as a

model for future water trail seg-

ments upstream.

Signage at the trailhead, Water
Works Park in the Village of Holly,
will provide general trail maps
and safety information for canoe-
ists, kayakers and other river users
before beginning their journey.

Downstream messaging will include mile
markers, safety markers, directional informa-
tion and identification of natural features that
are vital to building an understanding of wa-
tershed functioning. Installation of the signage
is scheduled to be completed by the end of
2008. Funding for the Signage Manual and sign
installation effort was provided through a grant
awarded to Headwaters Trails, Inc. by the Sag-
inaw Bay Watershed Initiative Network.

PLACE BAsED ECONOMY INITIATIVE

Oakland County Planning & Economic Devel-
opment is currently working on a new initiative
related to “place-based economies”. The initia-
tive focuses on the establishment of identifi-
able “districts” within the County based on the
distinct resources and opportunities those areas
provide. The overall goal is to then be able to
focus and coordinate marketing and tourism
efforts based on the unique character and re-
sources of the “district”, as is illustrated by the

examples on the following page.
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MASTER PLAN
VISION

THE PRIMARY VISION FOR A CON-
NECTED NON-MOTORIZED SYSTEM
WITHIN OAKLAND COUNTY HAS
BEEN CAPTURED OVER THE YEARS
IN THE OAK ROUTES MAPS AND
BROCHURES THAT HAVE BEEN PRO-
DUCED BY OAKLAND COUNTY
WITH ASSISTANCE AND INPUT FROM
OTAC AND A VARIETY OF AGENCIES
AND LOCAL COMMUNITIES.

The Oak Routes map has continually evolved
as more and more non-motorized systems are
being planned or implemented and more stake-
holders, special interest groups, and communi-
ties have provided input regarding existing and
potential connections. The Oak Routes Vision
not only communicates the existing network
for trail users, it is also intended to serve as a
guide to non-motorized system planning, fund-
ing, design and construction into the future.
The Master Plan represents a long-term vision
for non-motorized facilities. Non-motorized
systems and potential connections are at
varying stages of planning or implementation.
In many cases, significant amounts of work,
further planning, public involvement, design,
and implementation efforts are needed for the

connections to come to fruition.

While Oakland County and OTAC anticipate
continuing to serve in a leadership role in the

development of a connected non-motorized
system, in many cases, the actual implemen-
tation of non-motorized systems and routes
remains under the purview and responsibility
of the various local agencies, property owners,
trail commissions, etc. As work and efforts con-
tinue, additional information is collected, and
the network evolves, it is highly likely that the
networks and corridors will continue to change
or move due to a variety of potential issues
such as public opinion, funding, land use, and
property ownership. The Oak Routes Master
Plan Vision (map/brochure in pocket at back

of this document) is a tool intended to serve

as a guide and foundation for non-motorized
connections within Oakland County. The Oak
Routes Map will be in its third printing in 2008.
To date, 33,000 copies have been distributed to
local communities and trail enthusiasts.

Oakland County, the Oakland Trails Advi-

sory Council, as well as numerous agencies

and Friends Groups have worked together
to implement a network of non-motorized
systems that will crisscross Oakland County
and connect into adjacent counties and
regions. There are 95 miles of completed
trails; 13 miles in the planning, design and
development stage, and 146 miles under

consideration. --April ‘08

3.1 NON-MOTORIZED NETWORK TYPES
The County pathways system is comprised

of a vision to link pathways and greenways
throughout Oakland County and southeast
Michigan. The County concept envisions a
hierarchy of pathways. The primary corridors

Oakland County Trails Master Plan
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in the pathways system include a Cross County
Trail and a North County Trail Loop. Second-
ary pathways will provide links to features and
resources at the local community level. The
County concept seen on the Oak Routes map
depicts not actual planned trail routes, but
rather connections that have been identified

as important or critical for linking the natural,
cultural, historic and community amenities in
Oakland County.

The hierarchical pathway system is comprised
of a variety of path types, with each type exhib-
iting a unique purpose and design. This hier-
archical pathway system will continue to be
utilized by the County to support the develop-
ment of a connected network. Each non-motor-
ized pathway type is described in greater detail
on the following pages along with a focus map
of the City of Rochester Hills that graphically
illustrates a community that utilizes a majority
of the different non-motorized types to create a

connected system.

1. TrAL

Multi-use or shared use trails that are gener-
ally separate from roadways and range from
8 — 14’ wide. Many times located in former
railroad corridors, along streams and rivers, or

within utility easements.

2. SAFeTY/SIDE PATH

Safety/Side Paths are typically wider than side-
walks (6" — 8" on average). They include multi-
use pathways which are generally located
within a road right-of-way but separate from
the roadway surface. It should be noted that a
safety/side path is not a standard bicycle facil-
ity type as classified by the AASHTO Guide
for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. The
AASHTO guide states that the development of

SAFETY/SIDE PATHS
Several communities in Oakland County
have programs to construct safety/side
paths, such as this one in Highland Town-
ship, in order to provide non-motorized

connections.

wide sidewalks does not necessarily add to the
safety of bicycle travel, since wide sidewalks
encourage higher bicycle speeds and increase
potential for conflicts with motor vehicles at
intersections.

3. SIDEWALK

Pedestrian pathways that are generally located
within a road right-of-way, but separate from
the roadway surface and are typically not as
wide as safety/side paths. Multi-use is not rec-
ommended on sidewalks as they are typically
found in areas with a high number of curb cuts
and are 4’ — 5" wide. Additionally, two-way
bicycle traffic is typically not supported on
sidewalks due to their reduced width.

4. Bike LANE

An on-street bike lane is a portion of a roadway
which has been designated by striping, sign-
ing and pavement markings for the preferential
or exclusive use of bicyclists. Motor vehicles
are not permitted to drive or park in the bike

Oakland County Trails Master Plan
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BIKE LANES
On-street bike lanes have been imple-
mented along several roads in the City of
Ferndale.

lane. However, right turning vehicles can enter
the bike lane at intersections to complete their
turn.

5. Bike Route

Bike Routes are bicycle
facilities located on or
directly connected to
the roadway surface,

BIKE ROUTE

however, they have no
treatment other than
route signage. Bicycle routes are usually identi-
fied with a “Bicycle Route” sign and are desig-
nated as such in order to provide connectivity.
Designation as a bike route indicates that there
are particular advantages to using the route
rather than an alternative.

6. PARK PATH

Pathways within an existing County, State,
Municipal, or Metropark recreation area are
referred to as Park Paths in the context of the
Oakland County Trails Master Plan. These
pathways may be designed and designated for
specific user groups or seasonal activity.

7. WATER TrALL

Waterways that will support established kaya-
king and canoeing trails. There are currently
three designated water trails in Oakland Coun-
ty:

e Clinton River Water Trail

e Shiawassee River Water Trail

e Huron River Water Trail

Designating a water trail can assist in broad-
ening awareness and education of navigated
areas and natural resources. Completed water
trails many times also include access points

and signage.

ICYCLIST EXPERIENCE
LEVELS

Although their physical dimensions may be relatively
consistent, the skills, confidence and preferences

of bicyclists vary dramatically. The following three
bicycle user types are presented to assist in determin-
ing the impact of different facility types and roadway
conditions on bicyclists. These varying user types
demonstrate the need to provide a variety of non-
motorized facilities to serve all potential users.

Advanced

Use their bicycles as they would a motor vehicle,
riding for convenience and speed with a minimum
of detours or delays. They are typically comfortable
riding with motor vehicle traffic but need sufficient
operating space on the roadway.

Basic or less confident

Prefer to avoid roads with fast and busy motor vehicle
traffic without ample roadway width. These riders

are comfortable riding on neighborhood streets and
shared use paths and prefer designated facilities such
as bike lanes or wide shoulders.

Children

Require access to key destinations such as schools
and recreation facilities. Prefer residential streets
with low motor vehicle speeds linked with shared
use paths. Busier streets with well-defined pavement
markings between bicycles and motor vehicles can
accommodate children without encouraging them to
ride in the travel lane of major arterials.

--- Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
American Association of State Highway and Transportation

Officials, 1999.
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XISTING MILES OF VARIOUS
NON-MOTORIZED TYPES

Bike Lane 8 miles
Park Path 268 miles
Bike Route 148 miles
Safety/Side Path 468 miles
Trail 95 miles
Water Trail 31 miles
Sidewalk 2,260 miles
--- Oakland Co
GIS April ‘08

3.2 GAP ANALYSIS PROCESS & RESULTS
When developing the Oakland County Trails
Master Plan, the County also focused on 4
primary “gaps”, or critical missing links that ex-
ist in the major regional trail systems that have
emerged over the past several years. While
other gaps in the system exist, and should
remain a priority, these 4 were selected due
to the difficulties associated with implementa-
tion and efforts completed to date by the local
stakeholders. These gaps were evaluated and
discussed in greater detail during the develop-
ment of the Master Plan to assist in ensuring
implementation efforts continue in the com-
ing months and years. The 4 gaps evaluated in
greater detail included:
e Clinton River Trail (through Pontiac)
e Paint Creek and Polly Ann Trails
e West Bloomfield, Lakes Community, and
Huron Valley Trails
e Urban Trail Network (SE Oakland Co)

EVALUATION PROCESS

A windshield survey was conducted in No-
vember 2007 based on existing GIS data and
information collected during previously held
input sessions. The potential routes investigated
were based on previously identified connec-
tions and/or discussions regarding possible
connections. General items such as right-
of-way conditions, accessibility issues, road
crossings, user safety concerns, property issues,
and general opportunities and constraints for
construction were considered and noted during
the windshield survey.

= .o
. )
4 »

RELEVANT CRITERIA
FOR ROUTE SELECTION

e Feasibility of Design, Construction, and

Maintenance
e Directness for the Trail User
e User Safety
e Cost of Implementation
* Property Ownership
e Serves Multiple Destinations
e Surroundings

When reviewing the potential routes and con-
nections, a qualitative evaluation was consid-
ered rather than a specific quantitative evalua-
tion. Implementation of routes to connect the
existing gaps remains under the purview and
responsibility of the various local agencies,
property owners, trail commissions, etc., all of
whom have diverse and varying missions and
concerns. While final decisions regarding route
location, implementation, design, construction,

maintenance, etc. will be in the hands of the
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local stakeholders associated with each gap,
this Master Plan identifies the wide range of
decision-making criteria that will undoubtedly

be important as implementation nears.

Once the windshield survey was completed
and existing documents, studies, reports, and
maps were reviewed, potential route alterna-
tives to connect the gaps were graphically
depicted on maps and the opportunities and
constraints associated with each route were
described in written text. These draft docu-
ments were then shared with the OTAC as well
as targeted stakeholders associated with the
implementation of connections between these
major regional systems for review and further
refinement.

A series of individual stakeholder meetings was
held on January 31, 2008 with the targeted
stakeholder groups associated with each Gap
Analysis at the County Parks and Recreation
office. Approximately 30 people attended the
individual meetings including representatives
from various County agencies, local communi-
ties, Friends groups, MDOT, MDNR, and Trail
Commissions/Councils. The purpose of these
meetings was to review the preliminary find-
ings and gather any additional input regarding

AP ANALYSIS
PREFERRED ROUTES

This Master Plan recommends that each of
the illustrated routes be studied in further
detail by the local stakeholders with juris-
diction over implementation. It would be
remiss to only implement one connection
between the regional systems, when each
of the illustrated routes would provide
different benefits and experiences. Some
routes will obviously be pursued and/or
completed first, however, establishing mul-
tiple connector routes will only benefit the

system users, owners, and communities.

the pros, cons, and preferences of each alterna-
tive. The results of the meetings were used to
help identify and focus on preferred connector
routes.

FINDINGS

The results of past efforts related to the various
trail gaps, as well as the results from the wind-
shield survey and input from OTAC and the
stakeholder meetings were summarized and
documented. For each Gap Analysis, multiple
routes to connect the regional trail systems are
highlighted. These should not necessarily be
considered “alternatives” nor should it be in-
terpreted to mean that only one of the routes is
preferred. During the development of the Mas-
ter Plan, it was clear that each of the gap areas
includes a significant geographic area, various
routes that could provide users with different
trail experiences (i.e. urban vs. park-like), and
routes that could provide connections to vari-
ous destinations.




( :LINTON RIvER TrRAIL GAP

INITIAL EVALUATION

Three routes were initially evaluated and dis-

cussed with the local stakeholder group (see

graphic below). These included:

¢ A northern route into downtown Pontiac,

along the Clinton River, and former railroad

corridor

¢ A central route within the former railroad

corridor, and other public land

e A southern route primarily within the South

Boulevard right-of-way

Based on discussions with the local stakeholder

group, and particularly the City of Pontiac’s

research regarding property ownership, the

central route within the former railroad corri-

dor was eliminated as a viable connector route.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the results of the initial evaluation
and stakeholder input, two routes, and a trail
spur, are proposed through the City of Pontiac
as connector routes between the two existing
sections of the Clinton River Trail. Each of these
routes (identified as either the Purple Route or
Blue Route on the following fold out map) has
various opportunities and constraints associat-
ed with implementation as is further described
below. See Chapter 5, Action Plan, for sug-
gested next steps and timeline associated with
this gap.

Purple Route —

Approximate Length: 5.93 mi

This route would traverse to the north, through
the downtown area, along the Clinton River,
and Opdyke Road. A potential option for the
eastern section of this route is to follow the cur-
rently vacant railroad between M-59 and the
existing Clinton River Trail. This route is identi-
fied in the Clinton River Trail Master Plan that
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was completed in 2003 and is the preferred
primary connector route.

Blue Route -

Approximate Length: 3.54 mi

This route traverses to the south, within road
right-of-way along Bagley Street, South Bou-
levard, and Opdyke Roads. While not ideal in
terms of environment and infrastructure, there
are currently safety paths and/or sidewalks in
place and can serve as a temporary connection
and/or southern connection in the future with

some improvements.

Murphy Park Spur -

Approximate Length: 1.47 mi

Murphy Park and the Holland Community
Center are a significant community asset and
destination within Pontiac. The desire is to
develop a trail spur from the Clinton River Trail
utilizing the vacant railroad corridor, and the
vacated Osmun Street right-of-way to provide
trail users access to this natural jewel and its

associated amenities.

Opportunities and constraints associated with
implementation of each Route have been doc-
umented as a tool for stakeholder agencies to
consider, address and/or resolve as movement
toward implementation continues. It is highly
likely that progress on each of the routes will
be worked on simultaneously as the various
agencies proceed with implementation efforts.

Purple Route Opportunities and Constraints

e The western segment of the northern route
will be constructed in 2008 with funding
from the MDOT Enhancement Program and
the City of Pontiac. Design is complete and

the 10" wide segment will traverse through

the downtown area from the Clinton River
Trail north to Huron Street.

For the most part, the property along the
remainder of the proposed route is owned
by either MDOT, the City of Pontiac, or the
Oakland County Drain Commissioner’s Of-
fice.

Several sections could be constructed within
the Clinton River riparian corridor, provid-
ing opportunities to be in “natural” settings
within a highly urban context.

The western section brings trail users into
the downtown area for amenities and eco-
nomic development opportunities.

An opportunity may exist to utilize the
vacated northern spur railroad corridor from
approximately M-59 south to Opdyke Road.

The scenic view along the route varies
from the downtown built environment to a

wooded river corridor with rolling terrain.

This route is documented and detailed
in the Clinton

River Trail Clinton River Trail
Master Plan Master Plan
which was

completed in
2003 and is
the preferred

. lvan Lakt?‘
Auburn Hills, Pohcster ‘Hills, Michigan

ntiac, SY!

route of the

Rochester, and Roc

stakeholders
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two existing
sections of the
Clinton River Trail.




Construction within the Clinton River ripar-
ian corridor may add environmental consid-

erations and costs.

The general rolling terrain of the route and
some of the major cross streets have grade
differentials which may add to construction
costs.

Several trail/road crossings exist with the
majority being across high speed, high
volume roads. In particular, the University
Drive, M-59, Paddock Street area is of par-
ticular concern and difficulty.

The route is proposed to include an un-
derpass in the M-59/University Drive area.
Underpasses may include design/construc-

tion challenges.

A section of the proposed route traverses
alongside the Waste Water Treatment Plant
and close to M-59 creating odor and noise
abatement issues/concerns.

The vacated Northern Spur railroad corridor
is elevated as it crosses M-59 and Auburn
Avenue. Transitioning the trail from along
the Clinton River onto the elevated vacant
railroad may have design and construction

challenges.

The elevated Northern Spur railroad across
M-59 is noted by the City of Pontiac to be
in potentially poor condition. Rehabilitation
and/or use of this structure may have design
and construction challenges.

Some remote sections of the trail along the
river could provide a challenge for access
by police and emergency services.

PUrPLE ROUTE
The northern route is proposed to traverse

alongside the Clinton River.

I

PURPLE ROUTE
Several road crossings are proposed at high

volume, high speed intersections




Blue Route Opportunities and Constraints P ——

e The majority of the proposed route along '
Bagley, South Boulevard and Opdyke Road : .
exists by using either safety paths and/or

sidewalks.

e The route is entirely within road right-of-
way, resulting in no major property owner-
ship issues.

¢ Due to the proximity of the route to major
streets, police and emergency services have
easy access to all sections of the route.

BLUE ROUTE
e Trail users may feel their personal security is South Boulevard is a 5-lane, heavily trav-

improved due to the large volume of traffic elled corridor with several industrial uses.
along the route and increased visibility.

e The setting for the southern route is very
industrial feeling and looking. The large
vehicle volumes along the route present a
noisy urban environment. Personal safety
concerns have also been noted by stake-
holders.

e South Boulevard is a 5-lane, high volume,
high speed thoroughfare including truck and
industrial traffic.

e A number of trail/road crossings exist with

several being across wide, high speed, high BLUE ROUTE
volume roads including B.R. 24, Martin Sidewalk exists on the eastern side of
Luther King Boulevard, and Opdyke Road. Bagley Street, with right-of-way room on

the western side for pedestrian facilities.
e Some segments such as the three-lane sec-

tion east of Bagley has little room for widen-
ing to accommodate the trail.

Oakland County Trails Master Plan 65



Murphy Park Spur

Opportunities and Constraints

e Would connect users to Murphy Park and
Holland Community Center providing ad-
ditional recreation opportunities and ameni-
ties to trail users and affording greater use of
the park.

* An 86’ wide vacant road right-of-way (Os-
mun Street) exists between Murphy Park and
the Grand Trunk Western Railroad (Northern
Spur).

e From a scenic perspective, the route offers MurrHY PARK SPUR

views and access to a rolling, wooded, and The Holland Community Center and Mur-

ized environment.

e The spur would provide direct access to e Construction of the trail within the vacant
the Clinton River Trail from nearby, densely Osmun Street right-of-way includes envi-
populated, residential neighborhoods. ronmental challenges with wetland and

drain/creek crossings highly likely. This will
e Purchase of at least a portion of the North- increase the cost of design and construction.
ern Railroad Spur is required for implemen-

tation.

MuURrPHY PARK SPUR
A portion of the Northern RR Spur would

be necessary to connect to Murphy Park.




AINT CREEK &
PorrLy ANN TRAILS GAP

INITIAL EVALUATION

Six routes were initially evaluated and dis-

cussed with the local stakeholder group (see

adjacent graphic). These included:

* Aroute (depicted in yellow) that utilizes ex-
isting safety path from the Paint Creek Trail
to Glanworth, M-24, along Clarkston Road,
Pine Tree Road, Heights, and Joslyn Roads.

e Aroute (depicted in purple) that would
traverse along existing unpaved trails in Bald
Mountain State Recreation Area, to Green-
shield Road, within the utility corridor, and
along Waldon Road.

e Aroute (depicted in blue) that would tra-
verse from the Paint Creek Trail, north along
M-24 to Drahner Road and connect into the
Polly Ann Trail.

e Aroute (depicted in green) traversing to the
north from the Paint Creek Trail, Conklin
Road, along existing unpaved trails within
Bald Mountain State Recreation Area, to
Lake George Road.

e Aroute (depicted in orange) that would lead
from the Paint Creek Trail, utilize existing
unpaved trails within Bald Mountain State
Recreation Area, along the Lake Orion
Schools property, and along Scripps Road.

e Aroute (depicted in teal) traversing to the
north along M-24 and west along Indian-
wood Road.

Based on discussions with the local stakeholder
group, several of the potential connector routes
were modified and/or eliminated for designa-
tion as “primary” connectors due to feasibility
and/or need.

AKLAND COUNTY
TRAILS MASTER PLAN
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the results of the initial evaluation
and stakeholder input, four routes are pro-
posed as primary connector routes between the
existing Paint Creek and Polly Ann Trails. Each
of these routes (identified as either the Purple
Route, Blue Route, Yellow Route, or Green
Route on the following fold out map) has vari-
ous opportunities and constraints associated
with implementation as is further described
below. See Chapter 5, Action Plan, for sug-
gested next steps and timeline associated with
this gap.

Purple Route —

Approximate Length: 6.00 mi

This route would traverse to the south, within
and/or near Bald Mountain State Recreation
Area, along Kern Road, Clear Creek Drive and
utilize the existing safety path along Waldon
Road.

Yellow Route —

Approximate Length: 4.33 mi

This route utilizes existing safety path from the
Paint Creek Trail to Glanworth, M-24, along
Clarkston Road, Pine Tree Road, Heights, and
Joslyn Roads.

Blue Route —

Approximate Length: 3.65 mi

This route would traverse from the Paint Creek
Trail, north along M-24 to Drahner Road and
connect into the Polly Ann Trail.

Green Route —

Approximate Length: 6.81

This route would traverse to the north from
the Paint Creek Trail, along Orion Road and
Clarkston Road, within Marshview Park, along

Bald Mountain State Recreation Area utilizing
Stoney Creek, Harmon and Predmore Roads, to
Lake George Road.

Opportunities and constraints associated with
implementation of each Route have been doc-
umented as a tool for stakeholder agencies to
consider, address and/or resolve as movement
toward implementation continues. It is highly
likely that progress on each of the routes will
be worked on simultaneously as the various

agencies proceed with implementation efforts.

Purple Route Opportunities and Constraints

e This route would take users along and
through a portion of Bald Mountain State
Recreation Area, providing a natural setting
and experience.

e The MDNR is planning to construct a signifi-
cant section of this route in 2008 between
M-24 and Kern Road along the primary
entrance to the Recreation Area providing
the trail user with a route with few vehicular
conflicts.

e Safety path is already constructed along the
length of Waldon Road between M-24 and
the Paint Creek Trail.

e This route would take trail users to the Ori-
on Township offices and Civic Center Park
complex, as well as Orion Oaks Elementary
and Orion Oaks County Park.

e Continued discussions and/or negotiations
are needed with the Royal Oak Archers and
other private land owners to provide a con-
nection to the Paint Creek Trail from Kern
Road. This segment may include the need to
cross the Paint Creek, adding potential de-
sign and construction challenges and costs.
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e The proposed route is lengthy and may

I/I

seem/feel “out of the way” to trail users.
Coordination and cooperation with the
MDNR will be necessary. Issues may also
arise regarding the various number of dif-
ferent user groups and needs within Bald
Mountain State Recreation Area.

The former railroad corridor south of
Heights Road in Orion Township (Polly Ann
Trail Extension) is owned by the Township,
however, much of it remains an unimproved
surface. Improvements to this corridor
would need to be made in order to make
this route a viable connection.

Several “turns” would be required by the
user, making the need for wayfinding and
directional signs to ensure users can find
their way between the Polly Ann and Paint
Creek Trails.

The remote segments of the trail may pro-
vide access challenges for police and emer-
gency services.

Yellow Route Opportunities and Constraints
e The route follows sidewalk and safety path

that is already constructed. With the excep-
tion of narrow sidewalks along Glanworth,

the remainder of the route would utilize 8’

wide safety path.

This route is already useable. With signage,
mapping, a short trail segment between
Glanworth and the Paint Creek Trail, and
minor road crossing treatment improve-
ments, this route could be a desirable and
heavily used connection.

YELLOW ROUTE
An 8" wide Safety Path system is already

constructed along the proposed route.

YELLOW ROUTE
M-24 between Glanworth and Clarkston
Road would be utilized.

¢ The route length is relatively short and direct
in comparison to the other alternatives.

¢ The road crossings are relatively safe and
minor in terms of traffic volumes, speeds,

Oakland County Trails Master Plan



and crossing distance. The M-24 crossing at
Clarkston Road is signalized with pedestrian
push buttons and a median for refuge.

e The route passes through primarily residen-
tial areas and affords residents direct access

to existing trails.

e Signage is necessary to indicate to users the
direction, short distance, and opportunities
available in nearby downtown Lake Orion.

¢ The route includes the need to cross multi-
ple residential driveways, requiring the user
to remain aware of vehicular traffic move-
ments.

¢ A short connector segment is required be-
tween the existing Paint Creek Trail and the

walkway along Glanworth Street.

e Several “turns” would be required by the
user, making the need for wayfinding and
directional signs to ensure users can find
their way between the Polly Ann and Paint
Creek Trails.

e Some horizontal and vertical alignment
changes would be desirable to enhance
bicycle travel.

Blue Route Opportunities and Constraints

e This route would bring the trail users adja-
cent to downtown Lake Orion and along
M-24, supporting economic activity in the
area and providing access to amenities for

trail users.

* This route would continue to generally
follow the historic rail alignment where it
remains intact.

BLUE ROUTE
M-24 right-of-way heading north toward
Drahner Road.

BLUE RoUTE
Drahner Road right-of-way near
Pontiac Road.

e Sections of sidewalk and safety path are in
place along M-24 and Drahner Road.




* Major road crossings are limited to the in-

tersection of M-24 and Drahner (if the route

remains on the east side of M-24).

Once the route reaches Drahner Road, the
opportunity may exist for users to also uti-
lize Oxford Lake Drive and Lake Edge Drive
to access the Polly Ann Trail.

This route follows M-24 for several miles. In
the majority of areas, M-24 is commercial in
nature with multiple curb cuts requiring the
trail user to remain alert to heavy vehicular

turning movements, and likely “starting and
stopping” due to vehicular activity.

In some areas along M-24, the right-of-way
width does not provide for significant space
for a trail/safety path and therefore the users

are placed in close proximity to the road.

M-24 is a 4-lane divided highway with
additional turning lanes throughout. M-24
carries high volumes of high speed traffic
adding to noise, safety, and “user experi-
ence” concerns.

The water body at the Oxford Hills Coun-
try Club is in close proximity to M-24 with
the edge of the right-of-way sloping down
toward the water. This area may require the
design and construction of a structure such
as a bridge or boardwalk, adding to the
overall cost of implementation.

The intersection of M-24 and Drahner,
where the connector route would potentially
cross, is signalized and includes pedes-

trian push buttons and crosswalk markings.
However, this intersection is a particularly

dangerous crossing due to the skewed angle

of the intersecting roads. This increases the
distance trail users must cross, adding to
their exposure to high-speed, high-volume
traffic.

Drahner Road is a two-lane paved road
with gravel shoulders. Open swales provide
drainage along sections of the roadway. To
construct a trail connection within the right-
of-way, swales may need to be replaced
with enclosed storm sewers, adding to the
design and construction costs.

Oxford Township has put considerable effort
into constructing safety path along Drahner
Road, however, property ownership/ease-
ment issues must be resolved in order to

complete this section of the Blue Route.

Green Route Opportunities and Constraints
e This route would take users through Oak-

land Township parkland, along the Bald
Mountain State Recreation Area, and Ad-
dison Oaks County Park, providing a natural
setting and experience as well as access to
multiple destinations.

e The proposed route would not include many

road crossings. Those roads that would be
crossed are relatively low traffic, low speed,
and rural in nature.

e The proposed route is lengthy and may feel

like going “out of the way” to trail users.

Coordination and cooperation with the
MDNR will be necessary. Issues may also
arise regarding the various user groups and
needs.




e Lake George Road is a two-lane (paved and
gravel) road with extensive, mature vegeta-
tion along the roadway edge in the majority
of areas. Steep slopes at the road edge also
exist in areas. This would likely add to the
design and construction costs associated
with implementation. The Road Commission
for Oakland County has designated Lake
George Road to have a 120" planned right-

of-way.

GREEN ROUTE
Lake George Road right-of-way.

e Several “turns” would be required by the
user, making the need for extensive wayfind-
ing and directional signs to ensure users can
find their way between the Polly Ann and
Paint Creek Trails.




* A route (depicted in blue) connecting the ex-
isting Lakes Community Trail to the existing
West Bloomfield Trail within the road right-
of-way along Oakley Park Road to Haggerty

EST BLOOMFIELD, LAKES
CoMMUNITY, & HURON
VALLEY TRAILS GAP

and along Pontiac Trail Road.

INITIAL EVALUATION Based on discussions with the local stakeholder

Three routes were initially evaluated and dis- group, the potential connector routes were

cussed with the local stakeholder group (see modified and/or combined for designation as

araphic below). These included: “primary” connectors between the existing

e Aroute (depicted in yellow) following the regional systems.

railroad corridor from the existing West

Bloomfield Trail southwest to Wixom Road, RECOMMENDATIONS

along Wixom Road to Pontiac Trail and con- Based on the results of the initial evaluation

necting to the existing Huron Valley Trail. and stakeholder input, two routes are proposed

e A route (depicted in purple) Connecting the as primary connector routes between the exist-

existing Huron Valley Trail and continu- ing West Bloomfield, Lakes Community, and

ing along Pontiac Trail Road, north along Huron Valley Trails. Each of these routes (iden-

Wixom Road, and east on Glengary con- tified as either the Blue Route or Yellow Route

necting to Proud Lake Recreation Area and on the following fold out map) has various

the existing Lakes Community Trail opportunities and constraints associated with

implementation as is further described below.

e
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See Chapter 5, Action Plan, for suggested next
steps and timeline associated with this gap.

Blue Route —

Approximate Length: 9.75 mi

This route would traverse to the north extend-
ing the West Bloomfield Trail west within
Township property to Pontiac Trail, and utiliz-
ing existing and proposed safety path along
Haggerty and Oakley Park Road to connect

to the Lakes Community Trail at Hickory Glen
Park. The Blue Route would utilize existing and
planned safety path along Glengary, Wixom,
and Pontiac Trail Roads to bring the trail into
downtown Wixom and connect to the existing
Huron Valley Trail at Lyon Oaks County Park.

Yellow Route -

Approximate Length: 9.19

The Yellow Route would follow within the
railroad corridor from the existing West Bloom-
field Trail southwest to Wixom Road, and
utilize existing and planned safety path along
Wixom Road and 14 Mile to connect to the
existing Huron Valley Trail.

Opportunities and constraints associated with
implementation of each Route have been doc-
umented as a tool for stakeholder agencies to
consider, address and/or resolve as movement
toward implementation continues. It is highly
likely that progress on each of the routes will
be worked on simultaneously as the various
agencies proceed with implementation efforts.

Blue Route Opportunities and Constraints

e Significant segments of the proposed route
are already in place as safety paths have
been constructed along 14 Mile, Glengary,
Oakley Park, Haggerty, and Pontiac Trail.

e The proposed route would provide a fairly
direct connection between the Huron Val-
ley Trail, Lakes Community Trail, and West
Bloomfield Trail.

e The proposed route brings users through
downtown Wixom and also provides con-
nections to the Wixom Habitat, Sara Banks
Middle School, Proud Lake State Recreation
Area, the numerous parks and greenspaces
connected by the Lakes Community Trail,
Walled Lake Central High School, Oakley
Park Elementary School, the Detroit Gun

Club, and West Bloomfield Nature Preserve.

BLUE ROUTE
Existing Safety Path along 14 Mile Road,
west of Wixom Road.

¢ Due to the proximity of the trail to the road-
way system, there is direct access to the trail

by police and emergency services.

¢ The route would intersect with the proposed
Martin Parkway and associated develop-
ment, providing a direct link to the M-5 and
[-275 Trail systems.




BLUE ROUTE
Oakley Park Road includes areas where

wetlands are in close proximity.

e The route passes through downtown Wixom
and the Pontiac Trail/Wixom Road intersec-
tion. This intersection is narrow and in close
proximity to traffic in some areas.

e Afew “gaps” in the route exist where safety
path has not yet been constructed.

e The proximity of vehicular routes may di-
minish the experience of those users seeking
a more natural setting.

e Some wetland areas and open swales exist
in close proximity to Oakley Park Road that
will likely increase design and construction
costs.

Yellow Route Opportunities and Constraints

¢ Provides a “direct”, off-road link between
the West Bloomfield and Huron Valley Trails
primarily utilizing a railroad corridor.

YELLOW ROUTE

Segments of the railroad corridor are no
longer in use and/or are used periodically
for low speed rail activities. The Michigan
Star Clipper Dinner Train utilizes portions of
the rail on a periodic basis and 2-3 busi-
nesses utilize a short segment for occasional
shipping operations. Although not ideal, an
opportunity may exist for a “rail with trail”
situation.

The trail is environmentally compatible with
and similar to the features along the existing
West Bloomfield and Huron Valley Trails.

Trails within a rail corridor can prove to be
a more enjoyable experience and setting in
comparison to road rights-of-way. In gen-
eral, users will be away from high volume
vehicular corridors.

The route would connect a variety of des-
tinations including the West Bloomfield

Existing semi-active railroad corridor.

Oakland County Trails Master Plan
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Nature Preserve, Pleasant Lake Elemen-
tary School, Walnut Creek Middle School,
Walled Lake Western High School, Gunnar
Mettala Park, and downtown Wixom.

The route would intersect with the MDOT
proposed trail extension along M-5 which

is slated for construction by 2009 and will
traverse from Pontiac Trail south to the 1-275
Bike Path.

North of Pontiac Trail Road is a proposed
development that will include the Martin
Parkway and is planned to include multiple
non-motorized trail systems and public ame-

nities.

Purchase of the corridor, and/or easement/
use agreements would be needed for design
and implementation to occur.

Wetlands and a narrow railroad corridor
along portions of the route may increase de-
sign and construction challenges and costs if

I//

the “rail with trail” alternative is pursued.
Due to various procedures related to how
railroads are taxed and deeds are registered,
it may prove difficult to fully understand
current ownership, parcel boundaries and

descriptions.

Adjustments in trail alignment may be nec-
essary where the rail corridor crosses roads
in order to provide a safe crossing for non-

motorized users.

A significant grade separated pedestrian
overpass would likely be necessary where
the corridor crosses M-5. This may present
challenges.

YELLOW ROUTE

A high transmission electrical corridor also
exists along much of the railroad corridor.
Easements and property ownership research

will likely be necessary.

Some segments of the trail are in more re-
mote areas and direct access by police and

emergency services may be challenging.

Crossing M-5 would likely require a grade
separated pedestrian overpass for continu-
ity and safety.




‘ lRBAN TrRAILS NETWORK
(SE OAKLAND COUNTY)

Wo0DWARD CORRIDOR GREENWAY MASTER PLAN
In 2002, the Woodward Corridor Greenway
Coordinating Committee (WCGCC) began a
process aiming to develop an urban greenway
trail linking the cities of Ferndale, Pleasant
Ridge, Huntington Woods, Royal Oak, Berk-
ley and Birmingham in the densely populated
Southeastern portion of Oakland County.
Contributing to the need was the lack of any
non-motorized link between the cities that, in
combination, total more than 125,000 resi-
dents.

Woodward Avenue, which extends from
Downtown Detroit to Downtown Pontiac, runs
through the heart of these six cities and thus,
was chosen as the logical corridor to study the
feasibility of an urban greenway. Additionally,
the Woodward Corridor possesses significant
historical and cultural benefits and was recent-
ly designated as a Michigan Heritage Route
and National Scenic Byway.

With funding secured by the Community Foun-
dation for Southeastern Michigan, the WCGCC
hired a consultant team to develop the Wood-
ward Corridor Greenway Master Plan. The
initial planning effort consisted of a detailed
feasibility analysis of the study area to identify
potential routes, opportunities and constraints.
Several route options were evaluated includ-
ing within the CN Railroad Right-of-Way, along
Woodward Avenue and through adjacent
neighborhoods. Ultimately, constructing a trail
along Woodward Avenue was selected as the

most feasible and advantageous option. A se-
ries of four public design workshops were then
facilitated to assess how pedestrians and bikes
navigated the Woodward Corridor, to identify
key destinations and to outline potential trail
route alignments and design alternatives.

Plan Recommendations

The planning process culminated in the prepa-

ration of preferred trail alignments, design con-

cepts and facility improvements along Wood-
ward Avenue. Along the corridor, a combina-
tion of four trail designs are proposed to form

a continuous trail system, based upon space

constraints, the character of the particular road

segment, and other considerations:

e Trail Alternative 1 - Where no parking exists
within the right-of-way and where ample
right-of-way width is available. Recommen-
dation for multi-use trail separate from side-
walk and featuring a wide landscape buffer
from the principal traffic lanes.

rd Corridor Greenway

Woodwa Master Plan

April 2003

sodward Corridor Grg;g;vay
Coordinating ComMIteEs
ST | N, ey

prepared by:

2 hics
{ohnson Hill - land Ethic
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e Trail Alternative 2 - Where parking exists
within the right-of-way but ample right-of-
way width is available. Recommendation
for multi-use trail in combination with a
new parallel parking lane and service drive,
all separated by a small vegetated strip
from the principal traffic lanes.

e Trail Alternative 3 - Where on-street parking
is necessary but minimal right-of-way width
is available. Recommendation for multi-use
trail separated by a wide landscape buffer
from a new parallel parking lane that will
be adjacent to the principal traffic lanes.

e Trail Alternative 4 - Where corridor condi-
tions prevent the incorporation of a multi-
use trail. Recommendation for an “airway”
or elevated trail located predominantly
within the Woodward Avenue boulevard
median.

The Plan recommendations were approved by
the WCGCC and presented to the councils of
all six participating communities. The Wood-
ward Corridor Greenway Master Plan was
finalized in April of 2003. Since the adoption
of the Plan, implementation efforts have been
ongoing, but the project has not gone beyond
the conceptual design phase.

URrBAN TRAIL INITIATIVE

In March 2008, Oakland County Parks & Rec-
reation and Oakland County Planning & Eco-
nomic Development Services hosted a meeting
for communities in the southeast quadrant of
Oakland County to discuss the concept of an
Urban Trail Network. The southeast quadrant
of Oakland County is arguably the most devel-
oped area within the county and is also heav-
ily used by bikers and pedestrians for travel
and recreation, demonstrating the desire for
non-motorized facilities that are safe and con-

OODWARD CORRIDOR TRAIL
ALTERNATIVES

ALTERNATIVE 1

ALTERNATIVE 2

ALTERNATIVE 3

Widllh Varies Street Parking

Less Than 40

ALTERNATIVE 4

Source: Woodward Corridor Greenway Master Plan
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nected. The goal of the meeting was to high-
light some of the ways that this quadrant of the
county could build upon the existing infrastruc-
ture and work together to promote the area as a
hub for bicycle and pedestrian activity.

Most of those in attendance expressed simi-

lar concerns and interests regarding trails and
pathways in this area, including: safety, cost,
improving the roads for pedestrians and bicy-
cles, road crossings, hosting community events,
signage and public outreach and education.

It was determined that further assistance would
be desired from Oakland County Parks &
Recreation and Oakland County Planning &
Economic Development Services in order to
accomplish some of the goals and ideas out-
lined at the meeting. A service grant program
(or similar assistance program) is being planned
by Oakland County staff.

RBAN TRAILS NETWORK
MEETING PARTICIPANTS

Berkley

Beverly Hills
Bingham Farms
Birmingham
Bloomfield Hills
Bloomfield Township
Clawson

Ferndale

Franklin Village
Hazel Park
Huntington Woods
Lathrup Village
Madison Heights
Oak Park

Pleasant Ridge

Royal Oak

Royal Oak Township
Southfield

Troy










DESIGN
CONSIDERATIONS

VARIOUS DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS
ARE SUMMARIZED ON THE FOLLOWING
PAGES IN ORDER TO PROVIDE INITIAL
GUIDANCE RELATED TO NON-MOTOR-
IZED PLANNING, DESIGN, AND CON-
STRUCTION.

Although the content for the Design Consid-
erations is based on established principles,

all mandated design standards, such as those
dictated by the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASH-
TO), and other state, county, and local agen-
cies, should be referenced at the time of design
as they may change or be updated. This Mas-
ter Plan provides guidance and examples of
several of the “typical” non-motorized systems
planned or desired within Oakland County.

Designing and constructing non-motorized sys-
tems is a process complicated by existing con-
ditions, public sentiment, ownership and juris-
diction, as well as financing and political will.
With nearly every proposed non-motorized
project, there will be a number of agencies,
user groups, and departments that will need to
remain involved during planning, design, and
construction. An important first step in design-
ing and implementing a non-motorized system
is the involvement of the various stakeholders
and agencies with jurisdiction or interest in the
project.

4.1 USER GROUPS

The types of non-motorized trail users in
Oakland County are diverse, and many times
each has their own view of what comprises a
great trail design and experience. Various user
groups can have differing opinions as to where
trails should be located, how they should be
designed, and what material they should be
constructed of. At times, this can create con-
flicts, however, where limited resources (in
terms of land and financing) must be shared,
cooperation and tolerance among user groups
is key to continuing to successfully implement

the Oak Routes system.

General preferences of primary trail user
groups are described. In addition to the vari-
ous user groups, trail systems are also utilized
by people of all ages and abilities, adding to
design and maintenance considerations.

MOUNTAIN BIKERS

Desire for solitude and to explore new areas
while challenging one’s ability. Natural surface,
single direction trails are favored with a variety

of obstacles and challenges.

Cycuists

Desire safe routes while covering a significant
number of miles at a fair pace, well kept roads,
minimal and respectful vehicles. Asphalt or
compacted gravel/limestone are preferred.

EQUESTRIANS

Routes free from unexpected surprises, variety
of scenery and terrain. Natural trail surfaces are
preferred with day-use trail lengths of 5 to 25
miles.

Oakland County Trails Master Plan



WALKERS/RUNNERS

Chance for exercise and the ability to get from
one place to another without dealing with a
significant amount of vehicular traffic. A net-
work of urban and rural trails that offer access
to businesses, schools, neighborhoods, and

parks.

INLINE SKATERS

Prefer smooth, asphalt surface that is well-
maintained and free of debris. Need adequate
width and sight distance due to increased

speeds.

Cross COUNTRY SKIERS

Favor loop trails over linear trails with connec-
tor trails and cutoffs to allow different lengths
and permit easy return access. Groomed trail
lengths ranging from 4 to 8 miles are desired.

CANOE/KAYAKERS

Provide access/launch points at fairly frequent

intervals (5 miles). Carefully locate portages to

ensure the shortest, easiest route. Include infor-
mation kiosks and brochures at each access to

orient users, provide emergency numbers, etc.

4.2 GENERAL DESIGN GUIDELINES
Typical design principles and strategies that are
most likely to apply to situations within Oak-
land County have been extracted from a variety
of references and resources. It's important to
note that nearly every design guideline has
exceptions, necessitated by local conditions,
ownership, jurisdiction, funding source, com-
munity desire, user groups accommodated,
changing trends, intensity of use, and many

other factors.

BIke LANE

Bike lanes can be utilized when it is desirable
to delineate available road space for prefer-
ential use by bicyclists and motorists, and to
provide for more predictable movements by
each. As is detailed in the AASHTO standards,
bike lane markings can increase a bicyclists’
confidence in motorists not straying into their
path of travel. Likewise, passing motorists are
less likely to swerve to the left out of their lane
to avoid bicyclists on their right.

Bike lane striping should not be installed across
any pedestrian crosswalks, or railroad cross-
ings, and, in most cases, should not continue

through street intersections.

At signalized or stop-controlled intersections
with right-turning motor vehicles, the solid
bike lane striping to the approach should be
replaced with a broken line. The length of the
broken line section is usually 50 to 200 feet.

If there is a bus stop or high right-turn volume,
the 6-inch solid white line should be replaced
with a broken line for the length of the bus
stop.

Bike lanes sometimes complicate bicycle and
motor vehicle turning movements at intersec-
tions. Because they encourage bicyclists to
keep to the right and motorists to keep to the
left, both operators are somewhat discouraged
from merging in advance of turns. At intersec-
tions, bicyclists proceeding straight through
and motorists turning right must cross paths.
Striping and signing configurations that encour-
age crossings in advance of the intersection, in
a merging fashion, are preferable to those that
force the crossing in the immediate vicinity of
the intersection.
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ExAMPLE ON-STREET BIKE LANES

Bike lanes should be one-way facilities and

carry bike traffic in the same direction as f \

adjacent motor vehicle traffic. CGD |
The recommended width of a bike lane is U‘ ‘U
4 - 5 feet from the face of a curb to the bike

lane stripe. Five feet should be sufficient in
cases where a 1-2 foot wide concrete gutter

pan exists, given that a minimum of 3 feet '

of ridable surface is provided. In general, ,

on-road bike lanes greater than 6-feet wide

should be avoided as they tend to be used '

as vehicle driving or parking lanes.

Right-of-way widths, vehicular travel lane |4 ’i‘ COMBEN PR SN P

widths, etc. will vary depending on jurisdic- | 38 Curb to Curb

tion, agency, and existing conditions.

Oakland County Trails Master Plan
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ExAaMPLE ON-STREET BIKE LANES
WiTH PARKING

If parking is permitted, the bike lane should
be placed between the parking area and the
travel lane and have a minimum width of

5 feet. In no instance should a bike lane be

placed between the parking lane and curb.

A bike lane should be delineated from the
motor vehicle travel lanes with a 6-inch |
solid white line. An additional 4-inch solid

white line can be placed between the park-

ing lane and the bike lane. This second line

will encourage parking closer to the curb,

providing added separation from motor ve-

hicles, and where parking turnover or usage

is light, can discourage motorists from using

the bike lane as a through travel lane.

I
| 38’ Curb to Curb

Right-of-way widths, vehicular travel lane r

li 8 ’I 5 )‘E 10 3¢ 10’ 2"

widths, etc. will vary depending on jurisdic-
tion, agency, and existing conditions.




A bike lane should be painted with standard
pavement symbols to inform bicyclists and
motorists of the presence of the bike lane. The
standard pavement symbols are a bicycle sym-
bol and a directional arrow (white and reflec-
torized 2005 MMUTCD).

Some roads can accommodate bike lanes with
the addition of striping and traffic signs, while
others require pavement widening and/or re-
construction.

Drainage Inlet Grates

Drainage grates within roadways should be
bicycle-safe. Parallel bar drainage grates can
trap the front wheel of a bicycle, causing the
bicyclist to be pitched over the handlebars.
Parallel bar drain grates can be replaced with
modern bicycle-safe and hydraulically efficient
models, such as the “vane” or “honeycomb”

grates.

" DRAINAGE GRATE
Inlet grates within roadways are an impor-

tant consideration when designing on-street

non-motorized facilities.  --PBIC Image Library

Eliminating drainage grate and utility cover

hazards for bicyclists can be accomplished by:!

e Replacing parallel bar drainage grates with
bicycle-safe models.

e Adjusting grates or utility covers that are
above or below the level of the surrounding
roadway.

e Adopting bicycle-safe design standards for
drainage grates on all new construction.

* Adopting bicycle-safe standards for leveling
utility covers and drainage grates.

e Encouraging the location of utilities away
from the normal path for bicyclists.

PAVED SHOULDER

Adding or improving paved shoulders often is
the best way, particularly in more rural areas,
to accommodate bicyclists and benefit mo-
tor vehicles. Paved shoulders can also extend
the service life of the road surface since edge
deterioration is significantly reduced. Paved
shoulders also provide a break-down area for
motor vehicles.

Rumble strips or raised pavement markers are
not recommended where shoulders are used by
bicyclists unless there is a minimum clear path
of 1 foot from the rumble strip to the traveled
way, 4 feet from the rumble strip to the outside
edge of paved shoulder, or 5 feet to adjacent
guardrail, curb or other obstacle. Sufficient
right-of-way is needed to accommodate the ad-
dition of the paved shoulders and, if necessary,
to relocate drainage ditches that run parallel to
the roadway. The paved shoulder should be of
adequate width, smoothly paved, and have ad-
equate strength and stability to support vehicle
loads without rutting.

Oakland County Trails Master Plan



2 4’ Paved 11" Vehicle Lane
Gravel  Shoulder
Bike Lane

ExAMPLE PAVED SHOULDERS

AASHTO suggests that paved shoulders be
at least 4-feet wide to accommodate bicycle
travel. However, where 4-foot widths cannot
be achieved, any additional shoulder width
is better than none at all. The measure-
ment of “usable” shoulder width should not
include the width of a gutter pan. A five-foot
shoulder is recommended measured from
the face of guardrail, curb or other roadside
barriers. Additional shoulder width is desir-
able if motor vehicle speed exceeds 50 mph,
or the percentage of trucks, buses, etc. is
high.

Right-of-way widths, vehicular travel lane
widths, etc. will vary depending on jurisdic-

tion, agency, and existing conditions.

11" Vehicle Lane

il

Rk

U

JI

4’ Paved
Shoulder
Bike Lane

=

117

|
Y
Gravel

32’ Edge to Edge




Bike Route

Signed shared roadways are designated by bike

route signs, and serve either to:

¢ Provide continuity to other bicycle facilities;
or,

e Designate preferred routes through high-
demand corridors.

Signing of shared (bike and vehicle) roadways
for bike routes should indicate to bicyclists that
particular advantages exist to using these routes
compared with alternative routes. Signing also

serves to raise the level of awareness to vehicu-

lar drivers that bicyclists are present.

Bike ROUTES
Designated bike routes are facilities where
both bikes and vehicles “share the road”
with little treatment other than signage.

--PBIC Image Library

The AASHTO guide recommends considering a

number of factors before signing a route:

e The route provides through and direct travel.

* The route connects discontinuous segments
of shared use paths or bike lanes.

e Bicyclists are given greater priority on the
signed route than on the alternate route.

e Street parking has been removed or limited
to provide more width.

e A smooth surface has been provided.

e Regular street sweeping and maintenance is
assured.

e Wider curb lanes are provided compared to
parallel roads.

* Shoulders are at least four feet wide.

In all cases, shared use roadway signing should
include information on distance, direction and
destination, and should not end at a barrier

such as a major intersection or narrow bridge.

SHARED UsE TRrAIL

Users of multi-use or shared use trails and trail
corridors may include bicyclists, in-line skat-
ers, wheelchair users, runners, pedestrians, and
equestrians. These facilities are designed for
two-way travel and serve a variety of purposes.
Shared use trails can be located along rivers,
creeks, railroad and utility rights-of-way, lim-
ited access freeways, within parks, etc.

Paths shared by pedestrians and bicyclists need
to be designed in accordance with AASHTO
design requirements. In particular, the follow-
ing design considerations should be used in
planning for a shared-use facility.

e Horizontal and vertical alignment to ensure
clear sight lines.

e Two feet minimum clear zones on each side,
to provide stopping and resting areas and
allow for passing and widening at curves.

¢ Avoid view obstructions at edges of the trail
by placing signs, poles, utility boxes, waste
receptacles, trenches and other elements
away from the edge of the path and using
low-growing shrubs and groundcovers or
high-branching trees.

e Use bicycle speed limits.

e Use delineation and separation treatments
such as colored paving, textured paving,
pavement markings, and signing.

Oakland County Trails Master Plan



e
5" Clearance 10" Unpaved Trail 5" Clearance 3" - 4’ Equestrian
Trail (Unpaved)

Selective Clearing and Grubbing

T 5" Shoulder 10’ Trail Surface, Min. 5' Shoulder

ExAMPLE SHARED USE TRAILS

The minimum width of a shared path is 10 feet with a 12-foot minimum desirable in more
heavily-used sections. Where equestrian accommodations are located within the same trail
corridor, the preference is for 5 - 10 feet of buffer between the ped/bike trail and equestrian
trail to reduce the potential for bike/equestrian conflicts. If space is limited, equestrians can
safely utilize a 4 - 5" wide clear area to one side of an asphalt trail.




e Use directional signing.

e |tis recommended to sign and mark a four-
inch wide solid yellow line at the center of
the path as well as edge lines when curves
with restricted sight distances are experi-
enced.

e The desired vertical clearance to obstruc-
tions should be a minimum of 8 feet (10-feet
is desirable), however, vertical clearance
may need to be greater to permit passage
of maintenance and emergency vehicles. In
undercrossings and tunnels, 10-feet of verti-
cal clearance is desirable.

* Selective clearing and grubbing a width of
5 feet on each side of the trail is desired so
as to reduce the amount of vegetation en-
croachment and minimize the frequency of

needed maintenance trimming.

EQUESTRIAN TRAIL

As previously described, equestrian activity
and interest in the provision, expansion, and
maintenance of trails that permit equestrians
exists in Oakland County. Equestrian trails

can be provided either as separate trails or as
part of a Shared Use Trail provided there is
adequate space, as well as appropriate design
and signage. The greatest potential for conflict
exists between equestrians and bicycles due
to the speed of bike travel and the potential
for horses to be spooked if “surprised” by
another trail user. In terms of specific design,
local equestrian groups should be consulted to
ensure adequate setbacks, signage, and consid-
erations.

Trails for horses have some flexibility in design.
One of the most important considerations for
equestrian trails is that the surface minimizes
injuries to animals and riders. Avoid using
asphalt or concrete as both may injure horses’
hooves. Equestrian requirements should also be

PREFERRED EQUESTRIAN
TRAIL GUIDELINES

Trail Width 3 - 4 feet
Clear Zones 3 feet on each side
Vertical Clearance 10 - 12 feet

Surface Dirt, grass, crushed
limestone, wood
chips

0% - 10%

4 feet on one side of

Desirable Grade
When Adjacent to
Asphalt Trail asphalt permits safe

passing

--- lowa Trails 2000;
Oakland Co
Equestrian Info CD
Dec. ‘03

considered when designing crossings, bridges
and tunnels. In addition, equestrian safety
signage and awareness that trails are used by
multiple forms of non-motorized transportation
including feet, wheels, and horses is essential

to improve safety and awareness.

MouNTAIN BIKE TrAIL

Mountain bike trails are more rugged, off-road
facilities with less stringent guidelines. Moun-
tain bike trails are typically “single track”,
narrow pathways with hills and sharp turns.
Mountain bike trails can vary greatly in diffi-
culty.

In terms of specific design, state and local
mountain bike associations and users should
be consulted to discuss routes, challenges, ob-

stacles, construction, and maintenance.




PREFERRED MOUNTAIN
BIKE TRAIL GUIDELINES

Trail Width 2 - 3 feet
Clear Zones 3 feet
Vertical Clearance 8 - 10 feet

Surface Compacted earth

--- lowa Trails 2000

WATER TRAIL

A water trail is a stretch of river, stream, or lake
that has been mapped out with the intent to
create an educational, scenic, and challeng-
ing experience for recreational canoers and
kayakers. Designation as a water trail educates
users as to the location of navigable waters and
natural resources in the County.

A map is a key element to a water trail. The
map should identify paddling routes, describe
levels of difficulty, identify public lands, warn
of hazards and communicate rules and regula-
tions. It is a critical guide to provide informa-
tion to visitors. To prevent inadvertent use of
private lands, a water trail map should clearly
and accurately indicate all public lands and

rest areas. 2

Guiding Principles for Water Trails?
Water trails follow three guiding principles:
1. Environmental Enhancement
* natural resource conservation, preserva-
tion and restoration
* volunteer resource stewardship by the
users of the resource
e sensitive, sustainable, no-impact use by
individuals and business

2. Community Livability
e citizen's rights of access to public wa-
terways and enjoyment of the resource
e scientific, historical and cultural inter-
pretation, appreciation and education
* citizen involvement, local community
involvement, action and pride
3. Personal Wholeness
e health and wellness through outdoor
exertion
e character growth - building confidence
and self-reliance through outdoor skills
e growth through solitude, observation

and communication with the wilderness

Design guidelines for launches that are safe
and easy to access for paddlers while accom-
modating the topography and environmental
characteristics of the location have been de-

veloped by the National Park Service. (Logical
Lasting Launches, 2004)

WATER TRAILS
Designation as a water trail educates users
as to the location of navigable waters and

natural resources such as the Huron River.




4.3 OTHER DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS

In addition to the general design guidelines,
desirable widths, setbacks, and clear zones,
there are a variety of elements to take into
consideration when designing a non-motorized
facility. A few of the more frequently encoun-
tered situations and potential solutions are de-
scribed in greater detail on the following pages.

TypicaL TrAIL CROSS SECTIONS

When planning, designing, and building a
shared use/multi-use trail, there are a wide
variety of cross sections that may be utilized.
The selected design, material, and construction
method is highly dependent on the existing
conditions, soils, funding agency, user group(s),
etc. A professional engineer or landscape archi-
tect should provide assistance in the design of
the typical trail cross-section.

The following page provides graphic illustra-
tions of “typical” cross-sections for two dif-
ferent situations. The top graphic illustrates a
typical cross-section for the construction of a
newly constructed multi-use trail. The cross-
section illustrates the use of asphalt, however,
limestone or recycled asphalt may be preferred
by the trail owner. The bottom two cross-sec-
tions illustrate different treatments for an aban-
doned railbed that has sufficient ballast mate-
rial in place to be utilized as a base material for
new construction. The use of recycled asphalt
on a former railbed was utilized by the City of
Auburn Hills in 2003 and again by the City of
Rochester Hills in 2007. For all trail design and
construction, drainage, compaction, and mate-

rial selection are key design considerations.

m i
acal

P | ON-MOTORIZED
DESIGN RESOURCES

Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO), 1999.

Michigan Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices, 2005 Ed.

Bike Lane Design Guide. Pedestrian and Bi-
cycle Information Center. www.bicyclinginfo.
org.

A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and
Streets “Green Book”, AASHTO.

Recommendations for Accessibility Guidelines:
Outdoor Developed Areas, US Architectural
and Transportation Barriers Compliance Board
(US Access Board), 1999.

Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access: Part
Il of 1I: Best Practices Design Guide, Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), 2000.

Selecting Roadway Design Treatments to Ac-
commodate Bicycles, Federal Highway Admin-
istration, 1994.

Michigan Non-Motorized Transportation Fa-
cilities Best Practices CD, MDOT Intermodal
Policy Division, 2002.

Innovative Bicycle Treatments. An Informational
Report. Institute of Transportation Engineers.
May 2002.

Universal Access to Outdoor Recreation: A
Design Guide, USDA Forest Service.

PEDSAFE: Pedestrian Safety Guide and Coun-
termeasure Selection System, FHWA, Septem-
ber 2004.

Design Guidelines for Active Michigan Com-
munities, 2006.

Trail Planning, Design, and Development
Guidelines, Minnesota DNR, 2006.




Typical Asphalt Trail Cross-Section

Typical Recycled Asphalt

Typical Limestone

(modlified from Huron Clinton Metroparks)

Trail Cross-Section

(introduced by City of Auburn Hills
and cross-section modified from City

Trail Cross-Section

of Rochester Hills)

Excavation icut) Section

Embankment {fill} Section T‘
10° Bituminous Path
3 Wide|
Turd
Shoulder|, 5 5

Front Slope

A 5
~ou™

E*jz‘“’

Excavated Earth and Suitable Topsoil. —
Side Fill (Included in Bicycle Path
Grading!
Strip Topsoil
(6" Depth Estimated) o
Topsoil Str_llp
(Strip Full
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14’ Clear

Shoulder
B8 Mokt 5

3" Wide
Turf

Back Slope L

4 —— 5trip Topsoil

16" Depth Estimated

L—— 3" Depth, Contractor SLlEpl'led
Topsoil, Fertilizer, Seed & Mulch, typ.

6" Aperepate Base,
MDOT 2T AA Limestone

Class 1| Granular Fill ({CIP)
lIncluded in Bicycle Path Grading)

o T S S L
T 05
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2 Existing Ballast
Shoulder, typ.

10

—e

14" Clear

4" Salvaged HMA Materials
(95% Compaction)

Existing Trailway/Railroad Bed

Existing Subgrade

2’ Crushed Limestone
Aggregate Shoulder, typ.

4" Crushed Limestone
Aggregate

Existing Ballast
Existing Subgrade

For railbeds with sufficient ballast remaining

The illustrations above are for planning purposes and discussion only. The cross-section for

a shared use trail is heavily dependent on existing conditions including soils, slope, poten-

tial user groups, funding agency, environment, etc. A landscape architect or engineer should

design a trail cross-section that meets the needs of the trail and will be appropriate for the

existing conditions of the land.




UNIVERSAL DESIGN

“Universal design is the design of products and
environments to be usable by all people, to the
greatest extent possible, without the need for
adaptation or specialized design.” (Ron Mace)
Universal design benefits people of all ages
and abilities and goes beyond designing and
building to only meet ADA requirements. It

is recommended to consider universal design
when planning, designing, and building non-
motorized systems within Oakland County. In
addition, many funding agencies and grantors
respond more favorably to projects that incor-

porate universal design.

RoADp CROSSINGS

Each time a non-motorized user must cross a
vehicular roadway, a potential conflict is cre-
ated. Some intersections or crossings prove to
be more problematic then others. During de-
sign and construction of road intersections and
crossings, there are multiple solutions that can
be utilized to provide for a friendly environ-
ment for non-motorized users. The two most
common types of non-motorized crossings are
those that occur mid-block and those that oc-

cur at existing road intersections.

Mid-Block Crossings

These types of crossings should be far enough
away from existing road intersections to be
clearly separate from the activity that occurs as
motorists approach the intersections. Non-mo-
torized systems should be at 90-degree angle
as much as is possible. Other considerations
include traffic control devices, sight distance
for both non-motorized users and motorists,
refuge island use, access control, and pave-

ment markings.

l I NIVERSAL ACCESS DESIGN
CONSIDERATIONS FOR TRAILS

Trails and Paths

* Wider width so two people can walk
side by side or people can pass

e Unitary surface like concrete, boardwalk
or asphalt, crushed aggregate that has
been “stabilized” or natural soils en-
hanced with soil stabilizers

e Transition plates between trail and pe-
destrian bridges and decks

e Contrasting color treatment of the
surface and textured surface treatments
such as brushed concrete at intersections
or interpretive stations to cue people
who have vision impairments

e Close to level cross slopes and very
gentle running slopes, no steep sections,
larger level areas at all turns and inter-
sections

e Thoughtfully laid out on the site to
maximize the experience with minimal
difficulty

e Accessible amenities such as benches,

restrooms, drinking fountains, etc.

Boardwalk

* Wider width so two people can walk
side by side or people can pass

e Edge treatment to prevent roll/step off

e |If side rails, all lowered for easy viewing

* Interpretive information in a variety of
alternative formats such as auditory,
large print, Braille, pictures, etc.

--- MDNR Michigan Natural Resources
Trust Fund 2008 Application Guidelines




Traffic control devices and separation distance
between the road and path are also important
considerations. Clear sight lines are especially
important to reduce the possibility of conflicts

between trail users and motorists.

' Mip-BLock CROSSING

A road crossing treatment along the Paint

Creek Trail utilizes material, color change,

and signage to clearly indicate crossing

location.
Intersection Crossings - CROSSING AT INTERSECTION
Where non-motorized facilities cross at an Landscaping, lane reduction, marked
existing road intersection, it must be inte- crosswalks, revised signal timing, and other
grated close to the intersection in order to traffic management devices reduce vehicle
allow motorists and non-motorized users to speeds and improve pedestrian safety.

recognize each other as intersecting traffic.

SIGNAGE

Traffic, regulatory, warning and directional
signs provide important information to all

road users. Care should be given to follow the
guidelines and standards in the Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices - 2003 Edition,
to ensure that the proper messages are

given to the users. Also be aware that overuse
of signs can breed noncompliance and lead to

visually obstructing the most important mes-

sages.
RoaAD CROSSING &

A road crossing treatment along the Clinton

. . . . Bike RACKS AND PARKING
River Trail provides a designated crosswalk

. Bicycle parking is an important part of non-
and refuge area for trail users. Y . P g ' P p )
motorized facilities. Long-term bicycle parking
is needed at residences, worksites, schools and
transit centers to safely store bicycles for sev-

eral hours at a time. It must be protected from
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BIKE STORAGE

Long-term bicycle parking is ideal at
residences, worksites, schools and transit
centers to safely store bicycles for several

hours at a time. ---PBIC image Library

weather and enclosed in

a secure space. This can
include lockers, storage
rooms and fenced areas
with restricted access.

Short-term parking is
needed at commercial,

retail, and recreation cen-

ters. It should be as close
to entrances as possible
in a highly visible area to
discourage theft and vandalism. Ideally, at least
some short-term parking should be covered.
Bike racks should be well anchored to the
ground and located where there is adequate
clearance, they are visible, conveniently lo-
cated, and secure.

Bike racks should support the bicycle upright
by its frame in two places; prevent the wheel
of the bicycle from tipping over; and, enable
the frame and one or both wheels to be secure.
Vandal-resistent fasteners can be used to an-
chor a rack in the ground. The rack should pro-
vide easy, independent bike access. Inverted

BIKE PARKING
Short-term parking that is highly visible and

close to entrances is needed at commercial,
retail, and recreation centers.

---PBIC Image Library

“U” rack elements mounted in a row should be
placed on 30” centers to allow for two bicycles

to be secured to each rack element.*

The location of the rack area in relationship to
the building or facility it serves is very impor-
tant. The best location for a rack area is imme-
diately adjacent to the entrance it serves. Racks
should not be placed so that they block the en-
trance or inhibit pedestrian flow in or out of the
building. Racks that are far from the entrance,
hard to find, or perceived to be vulnerable to
vandalism will not be used by most cyclists.

RAILROAD CROSSINGS

When at grade railroad crossings are neces-
sary, the non-motorized crossing should be at a
right angle to the tracks as much as possible by
either a separate path or a widened shoulder.
The greater the crossing deviates from 90 de-
grees, the greater the potential for a bicyclist’s
front wheel to be trapped in the flangeway,
causing loss of steering control. If a right angle
crossing is not possible, consideration should
be given to the following options:
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1. Widening the approaching roadway, bike
lane or shoulder will allow the user to cross
at approximately 90 degrees without veering
into the path of overtaking traffic. The mini-
mum amount of widening should be six feet;
however, eight feet is desirable, depending
on the amount of available right-of-way.
Adequate tapers should be provided.

2. On low-speed, lightly-traveled railroad
tracks, commercially available flangeway
fillers can eliminate the gap next to the rail.
The filler normally fills the gap between
the inside railbed and the rail. When a
train wheel rolls over it, the flangeway filler
compresses. This solution, however, is not
acceptable for high-speed rail lines, as the
filler will not compress fast enough and the
train may derail.

3. In some cases, abandoned tracks can be re-
moved, completely eliminating the problem.

4. If no other solution is available, warning
signs and pavement markings should be
installed in accordance with the Michigan
Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(MMUTCD). A warning sign with an appro-
priate subpanel message (e.g., Bike Cross at
Right Angle) may provide sufficient warning
for bicyclists.

SAFETY AND SECURITY

Careful consideration for safety and security

is an essential component in the planning and
design process for any non-motorized project.
Several design guidelines and suggestions have
been made within this chapter as they relate to
improving and ensuring safety for users. The
combination of a multitude of factors assists

in developing and maintaining a safe non-mo-

= - a8
r

" RAILROAD CROSSING

At grade railroad crossings should be at a

right angle to the tracks.

torized system. These include elements such
as bicycle safe drainage grates, and providing
adequate clearance along the edges of trails,
paths and bike lanes. Considering pavement
textures, sign distances, design speeds, proper
striping and signage go a long way to help
make non-motorized systems safe. Choosing an
appropriate type of trail based on the situation
and conditions is also important. For example,
when there are a significant amount of curb
cuts, it is typically much safer to have on-road
bike lanes rather than trails off road, but within
the right-of-way.

A security plan to ensure the health/safety of
trail users and discourage illegal activities (i.e.,
the use of the trail by motorized vehicles) is an-
other important consideration for a trail system.
In addition to policing, a trail system must be
flexibly designed to allow access by emergency
vehicles but discourage access by unauthor-
ized vehicles. In the Oakland County Trail/Path
Network Study (described in detail earlier in
this report), three recommendations for security
on the County’s non-motorized trail system
were offered:
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* Local jurisdictions should be responsible for
policing and patrolling local trails and the
sections of County trails that pass through
each municipality;

e OTAC should consider providing County
policing on County trails; and,

e OTAC should study the possibility of imple-
menting a volunteer citizen patrol force for
County trails.

Finally, proper and regular maintenance of
non-motorized systems is essential when it
comes to providing a safe and enjoyable sys-
tem. This topic is addressed below.

MAINTENANCE

Developing maintenance guidelines, standards,
and policies will be essential in assuring a safe,
well-used non-motorized system. Common
maintenance concerns and solutions for on-
road bike lanes and off-road multi-use trails are
presented below.

On-Road Bike Lanes®

e Surface Problems - For potholes and other
surface irregularities, patch to a high stan-
dard, paying particular attention to prob-
lems near bicyclists” typical travel align-
ments. Require other agencies and compa-
nies to patch to a similarly high standard; if
repairs fail within a year, require remedial
action.

e Debris (sand, gravel, glass, auto parts, etc.)
near the right edge of the road) - Sweep
close to the right edge. If necessary, use
vacuum trucks to remove material, espe-
cially if it accumulates adjacent to curbs.
Pay particular attention to locations such
as underpasses, where changes in lighting
conditions can blind bicyclists to surface
hazards. For debris or surface irregularities

on curves or at intersections, pay special
attention to the areas between the typical
paths of turning and through motor vehicle
traffic; often these fill with debris and are
in typical bicyclist trajectories. In addi-
tion, areas where debris washes across the
paved surface should receive special atten-
tion; for example, eliminating the source of
the problem by providing better drainage
is ultimately a more cost-effective solution
than increased sweeping.

Chip Seal Gravel - Many local agencies
use chip seal to extend the lives of their
roadways. However, the technique, which
involves laying down a coating of oil and
a layer of crushed rock, often leaves deep
piles of gravel just to the right of the typical
travel paths of motor vehicles. To reduce
the impact on bicyclists, remove excess
gravel as soon as possible and suggest alter-
native routes as detours.

Ridges or Cracks - These should be filled

or ground down as needed to reduce the
chance of a bicyclist catching a front wheel
and crashing. Pay particular attention to
ridges or cracks that run parallel to the
direction of travel. One common location
to check is where a merging lane is pro-
vided just beyond an intersection. Because
traffic must merge left to continue travel-
ing straight, the bicyclist will be crossing
the joint between the merge lane and the
through lane at a very shallow angle.
On-Road Bicycle Signs - Special bicycle
signs (regulatory, warning, or information)
should be maintained in the same way that
other roadway signs are. Pay particular
attention to bike route signs at decision
points, warning signs at special hazard
locations, and regulatory signs on popular
bike-lane streets.




* On-Road Bicycle Markings - Bicycle lane

striping should be renewed at the same
time that other stripes are painted. The
same goes for bike-lane pavement mark-
ings. Some markings may suffer from more
wear-and-tear than others and deserve

special attention.

Off-Road Multi-Use Trails®

Trail Inspection - Trails must be inspected
on a routine basis. Inspections should
include the trail surface, any culverts

and water crossings, all amenities, signs,
and surrounding vegetation. User safety
should always be the primary consider-
ation of any inspection. Potential safety
problems should always take precedence
when scheduling maintenance. Vandalism
left unattended encourages more of the
same and should likewise be a high prior-
ity for maintenance. Graffiti and “tagging
art” should be documented with incident
reports and police should be notified, then
the graffiti removed or covered as soon as
possible. Inspections may also need to be
done after severe weather events or storms.

* Mowing - Mowing should be done on a

regular basis to prevent trails from becom-
ing overgrown. Brush and grass that grow
along trails should not be allowed to grow
to excessive heights within two feet of the
edge of the trail surface.

Tree and Brush Pruning - Pruning is per-
formed for the safety of the trail user and
to protect the trail and other assets located
along the trail. Proper pruning also allows
mowing operators to do a thorough and
safe job. Inspectors need to be trained to
identify potential hazards and to determine

what can be handled by staff and what will

require the attention of a private contractor.

Leaf and Debris Removal - Keeping the trail
surface clean is one of the most important
aspects of trail maintenance. Mud and
other sediment should be removed along
with fallen leaves and branches to ensure
the safety of users and to increase the life
expectancy of the trail itself.

Snow and Ice Removal - Decisions should
be made early on as to whether trails will
be cleared of snow and ice. Snow and ice
should be removed, particularly from trails
used by children going to and from school
sites.

Cleaning and Replacement of Culverts -
Culverts often become clogged with trash
and debris that must be removed to prevent
flooding and undercutting of trail surfaces.
Culverts may also need to be upgraded

in size or replaced because of deteriora-
tion or increased storm water flow due to
increased surrounding development.
Maintenance of Water Crossings - Water
crossings can be bridges, fair weather
crossings, or open box culverts. Debris
needs to be removed on an as-needed basis
from these structures to allow for free flow
of water and to reduce the risk of flooding.
These structures need to be inspected on a
regular basis for erosion control and action
taken accordingly to preserve or replace
the structure.

Repairs to Signs and Other Amenities -
These repairs may include kiosks, wood
and metal signs, benches, etc. These
amenities need to be kept in safe and
aesthetically pleasing condition. ltems that
fall into disrepair often become the target
of vandals. Repairs should be completed as
quickly as possible to discourage vandal-

1Ism.




4.4 LiABILITY

The operation of publicly accessible parks and
recreation facilities, including non-motorized
trails, brings legal responsibility for safety and
maintenance and exposes the facility owner

to liability. Concerns relating to liability are
often an obstacle to the development and/or
management of non-motorized trails, as public
agencies, trail groups, and private landowners
fear lawsuits from trail users. However, general
legal protections afforded to trail operators
significantly reduce liability risks. Coupled with
the implementation of sound risk management
practices, these legal protections should offset
the liability concerns associated with non-mo-
torized trail development and/or management.

Most states have recreational use statutes that
substantially limit public landowner liability as
long as fees are not charged for facility usage. If
not protected by recreational use statutes, pub-
lic agencies are often protected by governmen-
tal immunities. The recreational use statutes
also protect private landowners who want to
open their land to the public for free. Private
landowners who have land adjacent to a trail
are protected by trespassing laws.”

In Michigan, liability for landowners, tenants
or lessees for injuries to persons on property
for the purpose of outdoor recreation and trail
use is limited by Part 733 of Public Act 451 of
1994 (Natural Resources and Environmental
Protection Act). The Section generally states
that such trail operators are only liable if the
injuries were caused by gross negligence or
willful and wanton misconduct on the part of
the operator.

Therefore, it is important to implement a

sound trail management and risk management

strategy. The following recommended risk

management action items can be employed to

minimize the possibility of injuries on the non-
motorized trail and to protect the trail owner in
the event they are sued:®

¢ Design the trail for safety.

e Use prominent signage to warn users of
potentially dangerous areas.

e Regularly inspect the trail and correct any
unsafe conditions; keep records of inspec-
tions and remedial changes.

* Prominently post hours of operation and
other rules and regulations, along with
emergency contact information.

e Develop procedures for handling medical

emergencies.

WARNING SIGNS
Signs alerting users of safety hazards, park

rules and guidelines, and emergency infor-
mation help minimize the threat of liability.
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e Incorporate, which may limit the personal
liability of principals.

e Purchase insurance or place the trail in
public ownership, where it can be covered
by the overall insurance policy of the city,
county or state.

e Understand the state recreational use statute

and other pertinent laws.

Another means of liability protection is insur-
ance. According to a Michigan Trail Mainte-
nance Survey conducted by the Michigan Trails
& Greenways Alliance in 2006, approximately
two-thirds of trail operator respondents carry
liability insurance, with identifiable coverage
ranging from $1 to $15 million.

Liability issues were addressed in the Oakland
County Trail/Path Network Study. The Study
concluded that liability for non-motorized trails
should remain the responsibility of the local
municipalities with jurisdiction, in the same
manner that local parks are covered. The Study
further recommended that OTAC should study
the possibility of assisting local governments as
they secure liability insurance.
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ACTION
PLAN

THE OAKLAND COUNTY TRAILS MASTER
PLAN SETS FORTH A LONG-TERM VISION
FOR A COUNTY-WIDE NON-MOTORIZED
NETWORK. WORKING TOWARD THIS END,
THIS CHAPTER SUMMARIZES NON-MO-
TORIZED NETWORK PRIORITIES, REC-
OMMENDED ACTIONS, COST ESTIMATES
FOR IMPLEMENTATION AND POTENTIAL
FUNDING SOURCES.

Implementation of this vision will require ex-
tensive effort on the part of multiple agencies,
departments and organizations, as the devel-
opment of trails and greenways is not a quick
and easy process. This Master Plan, however,
is intended to provide a foundation and vision
for the County, local communities, and trail
organizations to reference as they continually
work toward the creation of a connected, non-
motorized system.

It is likely that over time the particulars and
details of this plan, the proposed corridors,

and the types of systems may change due to
development patterns, funding opportunities,
public opinion, etc. Because of this fact, this
chapter of the Master Plan, in particular, should
be reviewed and updated on a regular basis as
priorities shift, segments are implemented, and
funding opportunities and sources change.

5.1 OAKLAND COUNTY AND OTAC
PRIORITIES

A series of non-motorized network priorities
have been introduced to provide focus and
guide the overarching activities of the Oakland
County Parks and Recreation Department,
Oakland County Planning and Economic
Development Services and the Oakland Trails
Advisory Council. These priorities are listed in
the table on the following page. Each priority is
given an estimated timeline of completion, be-
ing designated as either short-term (0-2 years),
intermediate (3-5 years), long-term (5+ years)

or on-going.

5.2 GAP ANALYSIS IMPLEMENTATION
STRATEGY

The “Gap Analysis Suggested Next Steps and
Timeline” table on the following pages outlines
the necessary tasks identified during the devel-
opment of the Master Plan to bridge the three
critical gaps in the County’s non-motorized
trail network. Each task includes a listing of
the agencies that would likely be involved or
would need to review and approve the par-
ticular task. Additionally, an estimated timeline
of completion is provided that classifies each
task as short-term, intermediate, long-term or
ongoing. In its role as a coordinating agency,
the Oakland Trails Advisory Council should
continually monitor the status of the implemen-
tation tasks and provide assistance to the state
agencies, local municipalities and trail groups

with jurisdiction.

These are not the only “gaps” or priorities
within the Oakland County system, however,
these were the portions of the trail system gaps
considered and evaluated during the develop-
ment of the Master Plan.

Oakland County Trails Master Plan



Estimated Timeline
of Completion

Oakland County and OTAC Priorities

Short-Term (0-2 yrs)
Intermediate (3-5 yrs)

Priority

Place framed Oak Routes maps at public areas throughout the County.

o O

Explore the possibility of a service grant program to assist in trail development activities

Develop “Fact Sheet” series regarding non-motorized issues that get sent out on a regular schedule to
local staff and local officials to assist with education and awareness process. Include talking points
that can easily be referenced during public meetings and discussions.

Develop an Annual Award to be given to extraordinary non-motorized efforts in the County

Outline process for local communities/activists to develop a trail master plan and trail implementation
process. Different steps for rail trails vs. urban trails.

Implement a state-of-the-art trail demonstration project to set a standard for non-motorized facilities.

Develop a Marketing Plan for the Oakland County Trail Network (Oak Routes) to promote and
advocate the mission and benefits of the trail network. Include promotional materials such as
brochures, videos, template letters to the editor, template press releases, template powerpoint for local
community use, media kit with current trail information for distribution at events.

Develop a Branding and Wayfinding Manual for the Oak Routes trail network including signage for
bike routes and bike lanes. Also include branding, logo, etc. for OTAC. (OTAC sign committee)

Develop greenways endowment fund for acquisition and trail development

Review Master Plan in 5 years and consider update and/or addendum to reflect current happenings,
standards, and priorities.

Encourage, coordinate, support and promote trail programs, agencies, and events in Oakland County.

Organize and hold Annual or Bi-Annual Oakland County Trail Summit.

Be a resource for technical information on design, development and maintenance. Create toolkit for
local communities regarding trail design standards/recommendations, funding, and maintenance

Develop Annual Report to summarize accomplishments and set goals for upcoming year.

Maintain up-to-date information on trail network facilities and track progress.

Coordinate with adjacent counties in order to establish and improve cross-jurisdictional links.

Continue to facilitate and encourage collaboration between communities and agencies.

Maintain Oak Routes Map and reprint every 2 years.




Gap Analysis Suggested Next Steps and Timeline

Approximate
Task Length Coordinating Agencies
Clinton River Trail Connections [see page 62]
Construct Non-Motorized Trail from Bagley north City of Pontiac
through Pontiac to Huron Street (MDOT Enhancment MDOT
project) Friends of Clinton River Trail
Incorporatfe proposed c'onhfzctlons into local Master City of Pontiac
Plans and identify as priorities
City of Pontiac

Design and Construct Segment of Purple Route from 1.78 miles Oakland County Drain Comm.

Huron Street east to former Silverdome property

MDOT
Friends of Clinton River Trail

Design and install Wayfinding Signage along Blue
Route and Purple Route to direct trail users to various
destinations and amenities

N/A

City of Pontiac
Friends of Clinton River Trail

Design and Construct final section of Purple Route
between M-59 and existing Clinton River Trail (using
the Northern Spur RR or along Clinton River to
Opdyke)

Along River - 0.82 mi
Along RR - 1.63 mi

City of Pontiac

(Oakland County Drain Comm.
MDOT

CN Railroad

Auburn Hills

Friends of Clinton River Trail

City of Pontiac

Design and Construct Murphy Park Spur 1.95 miles CN Railroad
Friends of Clinton River Trail
City of Pontiac
Continue discussions and negotiations with Railroad Oakland Trails Advisory Council
regarding interest in purchase of Northern Spur for 1.63 miles CN Railroad

use as non-motorized trail

Legislators
Friends of Clinton River Trail

Paint Creek to Polly Ann Trail Connections [see p

age 67]

Design and Construct connector trail between Paint
Creek Trail and M-24 (Glanworth) and implement
road crossing improvements/ markings along "Yellow
Route"

Glanworth Connection
~ 200 feet

Orion Township
Paint Creek Trailways Commission
MDOT

Develop and Install Wayfinding signage system to
direct trail users along the "Yellow Route" to connect
between the Paint Creek and Polly Ann Trails

Orion Township

Paint Creek Trailways Commission
Polly Ann Trail Mgt. Council
MDOT

Orion Township

Construct Trail from M-24 to Kern Road within the
Bald Mountain State Recreation Area (Purple Route)

MDNR
Orion Township
Oakland Township

Estimated Timeline

Short-Term (0-2 yrs)
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Gap Analysis Suggested Next Steps and Timeline (cont.)

Approximate
Task Length Coordinating Agencies
Paint Creek to Polly Ann Trail Connections (cont.)

Orion Township
Oakland Township

Incorporate proposed connections into local Master Addison Township

Plans and identify as priorities Oxford Township
Paint Creek Trailways Commission
Polly Ann Trail Mgt. Council
Village of Lake Orion

Design and Construct remaining Safety Path along M- [[Village and Orion Township

24 and former railroad corridor between Atwater and
Polly Ann Trail (Blue Route)

Orion Twp - 0.3 mi
Oxford Twp - 1.68 mi

Oxford Township

MDOT

Paint Creek Trailways Commission
Polly Ann Trail Mgt. Council

Coordinate with property owners to design and
construct trail connection from Kern Road east to the
Paint Creek Trail (Purple Route)

~0.6 miles plus
creek crossing

MDNR

MDEQ

Oakland Township

Paint Creek Trailways Commission

Develop and Install Wayfinding signage system to
direct trail users along the "Purple Route" to connect
between the Paint Creek and Polly Ann Trails

MDNR

Orion Township

Oakland Township

Paint Creek Trailways Commission

Develop and Install Wayfinding signage system to
direct trail users along the "Blue Route" to connect
between the Paint Creek and Polly Ann Trails

Village of Lake Orion
Orion Township
Oxford Township
Village of Oxford
MDOT

Paint Creek Trailways Commission
Polly Ann Trail Mgt. Council

Design and Construct connector trail between Paint
Creek and Polly Ann Trails along Orion and Clarkston
Roads, within Marshview Park, and along Stoney
Creek, Predmore and Lake George Roads (Green
Route)

Oakland Twp - 4.0 mi
Addison Twp - 2.81 mi

Oakland Township

Addison Township

Polly Ann Trail Mgt. Council

Paint Creek Trailways Commission
MDNR

Oakland Trails Advisory Council

Develop and Install Wayfinding signage system to
direct trail users along the "Green Route" to connect
between the Paint Creek and Polly Ann Trails

Oakland Township

Addison Township

Paint Creek Trailways Commission
Polly Ann Trail Mgt. Council
MDNR

Oakland Trails Advisory Council

Estimated Timeline
of Completion

Long-Term (5 yrs+)

%)
%
>~
Yo}
fi
on
5}
=t
<
o=
o
£
=
Q
et
=)
=

Short-Term (0-2 yrs)




Gap Analysis Suggested Next Steps and Timeline (cont.)

Task

Approximate
Length

Coordinating Agencies

West Bloomfield, Lakes Community, Huron Valley Trails Connections [see page 73]

Design and Construct trail connection from existing
West Bloomfield Trail, through Nature Preserve

property and complete Pontiac Trail and Haggerty 07 miles West Bloomfield
Safety Path segments
Develop and Install coordinated Wayfinding signage Oakland TI‘aI.|S Advisory ;ounul
) . 4 \ West Bloomfield Township
system to direct trail users along the "Blue Route" to ;
) N/A Commerce Township
connect between the West Bloomfield, Lakes R
. ) Wolverine Lake
Community, and Huron Valley Trails )
Wixom
Coordinate proposed trails in and around the Martln Oakland Trails Advisory Council
Road Parkway development to ensure connections to
. R N/A MDOT
Oakley Park Road, Haggerty Road, Pontiac Trail and .
. Commerce Township
the proposed M-5 trail.
West Bloomfield Township
Incorporate proposed connections into local Master Commerce Township
Plans and identify as priorities Walled Lake
Wixom
Design and Construct remaining Safety Path segments
along Haggerty, Oakley Park, Glengary, and Wixom  [[2.43 miles Commerce Township

Roads

Design and Construct trail within railroad corridor
from existing West Bloomfield Trail southwest to the
Huron Valley Trail

W Bloomfield - 2.5 mi
Commerce - 2.56 mi
Walled Lake - 1.62 mi
Wixom - 3.71 mi

Bridge Over M-5 - 550 ft

(Oakland Trails Advisory Council
MDOT

West Bloomfield Township
Commerce Township

Walled Lake

Wixom

Continue efforts and discussions with the current
railroad property owner(s) to evaluate options for use
of the corridor as a non-motorized trail.

N/A

(Oakland Trails Advisory Council
Legislators

Trust for Public Land

West Bloomfield Township
ICommerce Township

Walled Lake

Wixom

Estimated Timeline

Short-Term (0-2 yrs)
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5.3 COSTS

The implementation of the envisioned Oak-
land County non-motorized trail network will
require extensive resources and a multi-year
planning effort. A major consideration for the
trail implementation effort will be cost, which
will undoubtedly influence the phasing of the
improvements and examination into potential
funding sources. This section of the Master
Plan provides a summary of probable costs for
implementation. The costs are derived from a
variety of sources and are intended to illustrate
magnitude of costs and estimates for the pur-
pose of capital expenditure planning. How-
ever, the costs indicated are a starting point

in planning for the cost of implementation, as
more detailed engineering design, analyses and
site-specific design data must be collected as
part of a more detailed design phase and prior
to funding requests being submitted.

l l‘ STIMATED CoOST FOR NON-MoO-
TORIZED TRAIL DEVELOPMENT

Surface Material ~ Cost Per Mile Longevity

Granular Stone $60-100K 7-10 Years
Asphalt $210-270K 7-15 Years
Concrete $300-500K 20+ Years
Boardwalk $1.5-2 Million 7-15 Years

Resin Stabilized Varies based on 7-15 Years

application
Wood Chips $65-85K Short-term
1-3 Years
Miscellaneous Cost
Pre-Fab Pedestrian Bridge (15 ft
wide, 45 ft long, steel truss) $70,000 ea

-- “Trails for the 21st
Century”, Rails-to-Trails
Conservancy, 2001;
PEDSAFE Manual and
Wade Trim

( :OST ESTIMATES FOR RETROFIT-
TING EXISTING ROAD SECTIONS
FOR BIKE PATHS

Type Cost

Paved Shoulder Per Mile
4 feet each side $70,000

Bike Lanes Per Mile (Added)
5 feet each side with curb

and gutter $281,000
Wide Curb Lane Per Mile

2 feet each side $50,000
Painted Bike Lanes Per Mile $5,000 - 30,000

Painted Shoulders to Reduce
Lane Width Per Mile $1,000

--- Adapted from Virginia

Department of Transporta-

tion, 2000;
PEDSAFE Manual and

Wade Trim.

YPICAL ANNUAL MAINTENANCE
CosTSs FOR ONE-MILE PAVED

TRAIL
Task Cost
Drainage and storm channel maintenance ~ $500
Sweeping/blowing debris off trail $1,200
Pick-up/removal of trash $1,200
Weed control and vegetation management  $1,000
Mowing of grass shoulder $1,200
Minor repair to trail furniture/safety features ~ $500
Maintenance supplies for work crews $300
Equipment fuel and repairs $600
Total Estimated Cost Per Mile $6,500

--- “Trails for the 21st
Century”, Rails-to-Trails
Conservancy, 2001.




5.4 FUNDING

Non-motorized trail funding opportunities and
sources have continually evolved over the past
number of years. While some funding programs
have been reduced or discontinued, new initia-
tives have been introduced. Similarly, the pri-
orities of funding programs continually change
over time based on a variety of factors. This
section provides a synopsis of potential funding
sources from outside entities for non-motorized
trail projects. Understanding available funding
programs, their requirements, priorities and
deadlines requires continuous monitoring. A
few of the more common funding sources have
been detailed here as a reference and resource
for local municipalities and trial organizations
within Oakland County. These are in addi-

tion to traditional funding methods such as the
general tax revenues, dedicated millages, bond
issues, etc.

TRANSPORTATION ENHANCEMENT FunDs (MDOT)
Transportation Enhancements (TE) activities are
federally funded, community-based projects
that expand travel choices and enhance the
transportation experience by improving the
cultural, historic, aesthetic and environmental
aspects of the transportation infrastructure. To
be eligible, a project must fall into one of the
12 TE activities and relate to surface transporta-
tion. Activities that relate to the implementa-
tion of this Master Plan include:

* Provision of facilities for pedestrians and
bicycles. Includes new or reconstructed
sidewalks, walkways, curb ramps, bike
lane striping, wide paved shoulders, bike
parking, bus racks, off-road trails, bike and
pedestrian bridges and underpasses.

- Paved shoulders (4) four or more
feet wide
- Curb lane width greater than 12 feet

- Bike lanes

- Pedestrian crosswalks, sidewalks

- Shared use paths 10 feet wide or
greater

- Path/trail user amenities

- Grade separations

- Bicycle parking facilities

- Bicycle accommodations on public
transportation

e Provision of safety and educational activi-
ties for pedestrians and bicyclists.

e Programs designed to encourage walking
and bicycling by providing potential us-
ers with education and safety instruction
through classes, pamphlets and signage.

* Preservation of abandoned railway cor-
ridors (including the conversion and use
thereof for pedestrian and bicycle trails).

e Acquiring railroad rights-of-way; planning,
designing and constructing multi-use trails;
developing rail-with-trail projects; purchas-
ing unused railroad property for reuse.

A minimum 20% local match is required for
proposed projects and applications are accept-
ed online on an on-going basis.

MicHIGAN NATURAL Resources TRust FUND
The MNRTF provides funding for both the
purchase of land (or interests in land) for rec-
reation or protection of land because of its en-
vironmental importance or scenic beauty and
the appropriate development of land for public
outdoor recreation use. Goals of the program
are to:

1. Protect Michigan’s natural resources and
provide for their access, public use and
enjoyment;

2. Provide public access to Michigan’s water
bodies, particularly the Great Lakes, and
facilitate their recreation use;

m



3. Meet regional, county and community
needs for outdoor recreation opportunities;

4. Improve the opportunities for outdoor recre-
ation in Michigan’s urban areas; and,

5. Stimulate Michigan’s economy through
recreation-related tourism and community

revitalization.

Any individual, group, organization, or unit

of government may submit a land acquisition
proposal. However, only state and local units
of government can submit development pro-
posals. All proposals for grants must include a
local match of at least 25% of the total project
cost. There is no minimum or maximum for
acquisition projects. For development projects,
the minimum funding request is $15,000 and
the maximum is $500,000. Applications are
due in April and August for acquisition proj-
ects and April (only) for development projects.
A recent focus for the MNRTF has been the
implementation of non-motorized trails as well

as universally designed facilities.

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND

The Land and Water Conservation Fund
(LWCEF) is a federal appropriation to the Na-
tional Park Service, who distributes funds to the
Michigan Department of Natural Resources for
development of outdoor recreation facilities.
The focus of the program in recent years is on
trailway systems, community recreation, green
technology, coordination and communication,
and universal design. Minimum grant requests
were $30,000 and maximum grant requests
were $75,000. The match percentage must be
50% of the total project cost. In 2008, applica-
tions were due in March.

Bikes BELONG COALITION

The Bikes Belong Coalition is sponsored by
members of the American Bicycle Industry.
Their mission is to put more people on bikes
more often by funding projects that leverage
federal funding and build momentum for bicy-
cling in communities across the U.S. Requests
for funding can be up to $10,000. Applications
are reviewed on a quarterly basis. More infor-

mation can be found at www.bikesbelong.org.

DTE ENerGY TREE PLANTING

The DTE Energy Tree Planting program is
conducted in partnership with the MDNR.
The program began as DTE Energy joined the
US Department of Energy’s voluntary Climate
Challenge Program to address greenhouse gas

emissions.

Cost-share funds are available to municipalities
in DTE Energy’s service area on a competi-

tive basis. In 2008, a total of up to $3,000 was
granted to selected tree planting projects on
public and school property with a 100% local
match. Applications are typically due in the
Fall and could be sought for landscaping along

trail routes.

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL

QuALITY: NON-POINT SOURCE PoLLuTioN CON-

TROL GRANTS — CLEAN MICHIGAN INITIATIVE AND

319 PROGRAM

The mission of the Department of Environmen-

tal Quality (DEQ), Non-point Source (NPS)

Program is to:

1. Proactively reduce and prevent non-point
sources of pollution in order to provide for
healthy and diverse aquatic ecosystems,
protect public health, and enhance envi-
ronmentally compatible recreation oppor-

tunities;




2. Develop public recognition of the value of
Michigan’s lakes, streams, wetlands and
groundwater; and,

3. Encourage stewardship of these resources.

The CMI and 319 programs are water quality
grants offered by the Environmental Science
and Services Division (ESSD) of the MDEQ
utilizing funding from Section 319(h) of the
federal Clean Water Act, and from the Clean
Michigan Initiative Non-point Source Pollu-
tion Control Grants and Clean Water Fund.
Completed proposals for funding are typically
due to the MDEQ in October. Many Watershed
Management Plans include restoration and wa-
ter quality improvements along, near, or within
public greenways and parks and may be able
to be coordinated with trail projects.

AccEss TO RECREATION

Launched in 2006, Access to Recreation is a
three-year initiative to strengthen communities
by unifying community foundations, parks and
recreation departments at the local, regional
and state level, and other recreation organiza-
tions in common actions to achieve its mis-
sion. Access to Recreation projects will provide
universal access for people of all abilities to a
wide variety of recreation opportunities, such
as nature viewing and photography areas,
hiking trails, scenic outlooks, waterfalls and
water activities of all kinds, beaches, fish-

ing and boating, playgrounds, picnic areas,
campgrounds, and much more. For up to date
information regarding the program and funding

availability go to www.accesstorecreation.org.

Sare Routes To ScHooL PROGRAM

The Safe Routes To School Program is a nation-
al movement to make it safe, convenient and
fun for children to bicycle and walk to school.

When routes are safe, walking or biking to and

from school is an easy way to get the regular

physical activity children need to succeed. In

Michigan, the program is sponsored by the

Michigan Governor’s Council on Physical

Fitness and has gained momentum over the

past few years. With the passage of the federal

transportation legislation in 2005, Michigan’s

SR2S program makes schools eligible for

transportation enhancement funds, providing

for infrastructure improvements and educa-
tion campaigns. The purpose of the program as
defined in the federal legislation is:

1. To enable and encourage children, includ-
ing those with disabilities, to walk and
bicycle to school;

2. To make bicycling and walking to school
a safer and more appealing transportation
alternative, thereby encouraging a healthy
and active lifestyle from an early age; and

3. To facilitate the planning, development,
and implementation of projects and activi-
ties that will improve safety and reduce
traffic, fuel consumption, and air pollution
in the vicinity of schools.

The program authorized $612 million over the
5 fiscal years beginning with 2005. The Michi-
gan Department of Transportation estimates
that Michigan’s total apportionment over the

5 years will be roughly $19 million. Schools
must be registered, attend a day long training
session, and develop a Walking Audit in order
to be eligible to apply. SR2S funding is 100 per-
cent federal; no match is required. 70% of the
funding must be used for infrastructure proj-
ects, 10% for non-infrastructure projects, and
20% for either. www.saferoutesmichigan.org




ReCReEATIONAL TRAILS PROGRAM/

RECREATION IMPROVEMENT FUND

The Recreational Trails Program/Recreation Im-
provement Fund is administered by the MDNR
for trails on DNR land or linked to a trail on
DNR land. The DNR division must always be
the applicant, but can be developed as a joint
application with a local unit of government.
Applications are typically due in June of each
year. Additional information can be found on
the MDNR-Grants website.

CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR QUALITY
IMPROVEMENT PrROGRAM (CMAQ)

The CMAQ program was created to reduce
congestion on local streets and improve air
quality. Funds are available to urban com-
munities designated as “non-attainment” areas
for air quality. Pedestrian and bicycle projects
are eligible for CMAQ funding. In this region,
CMAQ funding and applications are managed
by SEMCOG.

Act 51 Funps

Act 51 creates a fund into which specific
transportation taxes in Michigan are deposited,
and prescribes how these revenues are to be
distributed and the purposes for which they
can be spent. Act 51 establishes jurisdictional
road networks, sets priorities for the use of
transportation revenues, and allows bonded
indebtedness for transportation improvements

and guarantees repayment of debt.

Of the funds allocated from the Michigan
Transportation Fund to the State Trunk Line
Fund and to the counties, cities, and villages,
the law states that “a reasonable amount,
but not less than 1% of those funds” must be
expended for “construction or improvement

of non-motorized transportation services and

facilities”. An improvement in a road, street,
or highway that facilitates non-motorized
transportation by “the paving of unpaved road
shoulders, widening of lanes, the addition or
improvement of a sidewalk in a city or vil-
lage, or any other appropriate measure shall
be considered to be a qualified non-motorized
facility”.

ZONING REQUIREMENTS/DEVELOPMENT FEES

The opportunity may exist to require develop-
ers to contribute through construction or the
escrowing of monies for non-motorized con-
nections that benefit their project but also pro-
vide a community-wide benefit. For example, if
a development is occurring in close proximity
to the communities planned non-motorized
system, the developer may be required to assist
in the implementation of that portion of the
non-motorized system that directly abuts their
development.

Development Design Standards or Overlay
Districts may be tools to consider within a
zoning ordinance requiring the construction of
non-motorized facilities that are part of your
local non-motorized plan or vision. Language
could detail construction, width, material and
specifications per local community desires.

TAX INCREMENT REVENUES

Special district authorities, such as Downtown
Development Authories, Brownfield Redevel-
opment Authorities, and Business Improvement
Districts, may consider supporting non-mo-
torized trail connections and projects located
within their boundaries through the expendi-
ture of tax increment revenues. Such non-mo-
torized projects must provide a direct benefit
and promote economic development within
the district. Throughout Michigan, these au-




thorities have used tax increment revenues to
construct sidewalks, pedestrian improvements,
trails and trail amenities, wayfinding signage
and other similar projects.

CDBG Funbs

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)

funds are provided to communities from the

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Devel-

opment (HUD) for a range of eligible activities

that benefit low and moderate income citizens
and/or promote community and economic
development. Eligible activities must meet

one of the following national objectives of the

program:

1. Benefit low and moderate income persons;

2. Prevent or eliminate slums or blight; and,

3. Address community development needs
having a particular urgency because exist-
ing conditions pose a serious and immedi-
ate threat to the health or welfare of the
community for which other funding is not
available.

Started in 1974, this program provides annual
grants on a formula basis to 1,180 general units
of local government and the States. The an-
nual grants are allocated between the States
and local jurisdictions called “non-entitlement”
and “entitlement” communities. Entitlement
communities each receive an annual grant
allocation and are comprised of central cities,
metropolitan cities (with populations of at least
50,000) and qualified urban counties (with a
population of 200,000 or more). Non-entitle-
ment communities do not receive an annual
grant allocation but may receive CDBG funds
through the States.

Oakland County is an entitlement county and
receives annual CDBG funds. Administered by

the Oakland County Community and Home
Improvement Division, the County’s CDBG
funds are utilized for a variety of community
development purposes including revitalization
projects within the local municipalities of the
County. Additionally, the Cities of Farmington
Hills, Pontiac, Royal Oak, and Southfield and
Waterford Township each qualify as entitle-
ment communities and receive their own
CDBG allotment.

As long as projects meet eligibility criteria as
determined by HUD, CDBG funds could be
used for non-motorized trail projects. For ex-
ample, a sidewalk improvement project within
a predominantly low to moderate income
neighborhood within Oakland County would
likely qualify as CDBG eligible. More informa-
tion can be found on HUD’s website at www.

hud.gov.

CONVENTIONAL FUNDING SOURCES

Even with the plethora of programs outlined
above, conventional financing methods such
as general tax revenues, bonds and private
donations form the core source of funding for
non-motorized trail projects. For most of the
grant programs outlined above, some amount
of local match, in the form of general funds or
private donations, is required. In the absence of
grants or alternative funding options, conven-
tional funding sources are the only option to

implement trail improvements.

A more detailed description of the types of con-

ventional funding sources is provided below:

* General tax revenues - the funds received
by municipalities from ad valorem property
taxes to support general operations. Ad
valorem taxes are levied based on the lo-

cal property tax rate or millage rate. At the




municipality’s discretion, these funds may
be used for recreational purposes.

e Dedicated millages - some local munici-
palities levy a dedicated tax for recreation
purposes. Because the levying of a new
or increased millage typically requires a
popular vote, a community marketing cam-
paign is often necessary to demonstrate the
benefits to the community.

e Special assessments - a unique tax local
municipalities may levy for certain public
projects to be completed within special as-
sessment districts. These taxes may only be
levied against properties that will receive a
direct benefit from the particular project.

e General obligation bonds - bonds issued
by a municipality or other public body that
are backed by the “full faith and credit” of
that body. The municipality usually pledges
its taxing ability, and therefore future tax
revenues, to repay the bonds over time. A
general obligation bond could be issued for
non-motorized trail improvements.

e Private donations - obtained from local
citizens, businesses, philanthropic founda-
tions, and other groups and may be in the
form of cash donations, material donations,

technical services, advertising, etc.

5.4 POTENTIAL FUNDING PROGRAMS
The Oakland Trails Advisory Council and/or
Oakland County departments should consider
developing their own funding and/or technical
assistance programs to facilitate the improve-
ment of the non-motorized trail network. As a
regional recreation facilitator with an extensive
base of contacts, staff knowledge and techni-
cal resources, Oakland County is well suited to
provide enhanced assistance to local munici-
palities and trail groups. Potential programs are
outlined below:

OAKLAND COUNTY GREENWAYS ENDOWMENT
FunD

The OTAC should consider establishing a
greenways or trail endowment fund, which
would implement the Business Roundtable
recommendation to “explore options to estab-
lish a greenways fund that would provide seed
monies to secure available grants for greenway
implementation”. The grant application process
can be costly for local municipalities and trail
groups, as most applications require back-
ground research, field work, lengthy project
narratives, and detailed cost estimates. In the
absence of a staff person with available time
and grant writing expertise, many local munici-
palities and trail organizations pass on poten-
tial grant opportunities. Such a program would
facilitate trail development within Oakland
County by offsetting the costs of staff time spent
preparing a grant application or the hiring of a

grant writing professional.

OAKLAND COUNTY PLANNING/PARKS AND RECRE-
ATION SERVICE GRANT PROGRAM

The staff of the Oakland County Planning and
Economic Development Services and Parks
and Recreation Department can lend their pro-
fessional and technical expertise and partner
with local groups in various trail initiatives. The
process could be similar to a traditional grant
program, where local municipalities and/or
trail groups would apply to Oakland County for
assistance with a particular project. Oakland
County staff would pick one or two projects a
year to focus on and provide assistance.










Q APPENDIX: CONTACTS

OAKLAND COUNTY PARKS AND RECREATION
Daniel J. Stencil, Executive Director
Melissa J. Prowse, Trails Coordinator

Joe Figa, Chief of Design & Development
888.627.2757
www.oakgov.com/parksrec

OAkLAND COUNTY PLANNING & EcoNoMmIC
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Bret Rasegan, Planning Supervisor
248.858.5445

www.oakgov.com/peds

OAKLAND COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL STEWARDSHIP
PROGRAM

Larry S. Falardeau, Program Coordinator
248.858.5438

www.oakgov.com/peds

OAkLAND COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
Bill Bullard, Jr., Chairperson

248.858.0100

www.oakgov.com/boc

OAKLAND COUNTY BusINESs ROUNDTABLE
248.858.1248
www.oakgov.com/brt

OAkLAND CouNnTY DRAIN COMMISSION
John P. McCulloch, Drain Commissioner
248.858.0958

www.oakgov.com/drain

Roab CommissiON FOR OAKLAND COUNTY
Brent O. Bair, Managing Director

David Evancoe, Director of Planning and
Development

248.858.4804

www.rcocweb.org

MICHIGAN DEePARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
Southfield Operations Service Center
248.359.9040

www.michigan.gov/dnr

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Jeff Edwards, Metro Region Office
248.483.5100

www.michigan.gov/mdot

HURON-CLINTON METROPOLITAN AUTHORITY
Susan Nyquist, Chief Park Planner
800.477.2757

www.metroparks.com

CoMMUNITY FOUNDATION FOR SOUTHEASTERN
MICHIGAN

Mariam C. Noland, President
313.961.6675

www.cfsem.org

MicHIGAN TRAILS AND GREENWAYS ALLIANCE
Nancy Krupiarz, Executive Director
517.485.6022

www.michigantrails.org

MIiCHIGAN RECREATION AND PARK ASSOCIATION
TrAILS, GREENWAYS, BLUEWAYS AND OPEN SPACE
COMMITTEE

Anita Twardesky, Committee Chair
734.285.2925

www.mrpaonline.org

Oakland County Trails Master Plan




CLINTON River TRAIL ALLIANCE (CLINTON River
TrAIL)

Brian Marzolf, Parks & Recreation Director,
City of Auburn Hills, OTAC Member

City of Auburn Hills - 248.370.9353
City of Sylvan Lake - 248.682.1440
City of Pontiac - 248.758.3000

City of Rochester - 248.651.9061

City of Rochester Hills - 248.656.4600

FriIENDS OF THE CLINTON RIVER TRAIL
(CuinTON RiVER TRAIL)

Dan Keifer

248.652.1434

www.clintonrivertrail.org

PAINT Creek TRAILWAYS COMMISSION (PAINT
Creex TrAIL)

Kristen Myers, Trail Manager
248.651.9260

www.paintcreektrail.org

HeapwATers TrAILS INC. (HEADWATERS TRAIL)
Sue Julian, President
248.634.3513

www.headwaterstrailsinc.org

HURON VALLEY TRAIL

Chris Doozan,

Lyon Township Planning Consultant
248.437.2240
www.oakgov.com/parksrec/program_service/

trails_huron.html

LAakes CommuNITY TRAIL

Deanna MaGee, Community Services Director,
City of Wixom

248.624.2850
www.oakgov.com/parksrec/program_service/
trails_intro.html

PoLLy ANN TRAILWAY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL,
INC. (PoLLy ANN TRAIL)

Linda Gierak, Interim Trail Manager
248.969.8660

www.pollyanntrailway.org

WEsT BLOOMFIELD PARKS AND RECREATION (WEST
BLOOMFIELD TRAIL)

Dave Burley, Deputy Director

248.451.1900

www.westbloomfieldparks.org

Wo0DWARD CORRIDOR TRAIL

Todd Scott,

Michigan Trails and Greenways Alliance
todd@michigantrails.org

MICHIGAN MOUNTAIN BIKING ASSOCIATION
Marne Smiley, Executive Director
info@mmba.org (e-mail)

www.mmba.org (website)

LEAGUE OF MICHIGAN BicycLists
Rich Moeller, Executive Director
888.642.4537

www.|lmb.org

OAKLAND EQUESTRIAN COALITION
Merle Richmond, Coordinator
248.624.1409
www.oaklandequestrians.org

HiGHLAND EQUESTRIAN CONSERVANCY
Sharon Greene, Coordinator
248.887.3970
www.highlandequestrians.org

HIKING MICHIGAN
rgolda@hikingmichigan.com (e-mail)

www.hikingmichigan.com (website)









