












Date:            January 20, 2009 
  
To:               Tri-County Regional Planning Commissioners 
                    913 West Holmes Road, Suite 201 
                    Lansing, Michigan 48910 
  
                    Chairperson Carol Wood 
                    Vice-Chairperson Dianne Holman 
                    Treasurer Larry Martin 
                    Secretary Howard Pizzo 

       Commissioner Russel Bauerle 
       Kevin Beard 

                    James Dravenstatt-Moceri 
                    Glenn Freeman, III 
                    Eric Hewitt 
                    Tim Kaltenbach 
                    Art Luna 
                    Brian McGrain 
                    Ralph Monsma 
                    David Pohl 
                    Shirley M. Rodgers 
                    Marsha Small 
                    Carol Strachan 
                    Darrell Tennis 
                    John Veenstra 
 
CC:              Jon W. Coleman, Executive Director  
                    Paul Hamilton, Chief Transportation Planner 
 
  
Re:              Comments on the Draft Regional 2035 Transportation Plan 
  
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
In December 2009, a group of citizens from several communities in the Tri-County area came together to 
form a new advocacy group dedicated to promoting and advancing non-motorized and other sustainable 
transportation options in our region. Although we are still in the process of declaring an official name, 
mission, and leadership structure, we have temporarily taken on the title of Tri-County Appropriate 
Transportation Coalition (Coalition), and are exploring non-profit status. We have also reached out to a 
number of existing groups in the environmental and transportation sector to explore ways our group can 
coordinate with existing efforts in the region. 
  
This letter is one of our first communications as a group. We look forward to working with the 
Commission, its partners, and our local governments to ensure that this region is moving toward 
developing a truly multi-modal transportation system. We feel the opportunity to comment on Tri-County 
Regional Planning Commission’s (TCRPC) Draft Regional 2035 Transportation Plan is fitting for one of 
our first communications. As such, please accept the following comments on the Tri-County Planning 
Commission's Draft Regional 2035 Transportation Plan.  
  
1. Improve Emphasis on Non-Motorized Options as Legitimate Modes of Transportation 
  
We applaud the Commission’s longstanding leadership in promoting sustainable and responsible land 
use and transportation planning practices, through such projects as the Regional Growth: Choices for Our 
Future visioning process, as well as the Commission’s historical commitment to non-motorized initiatives. 
We appreciate that the Commission has worked to ensure that this draft plan includes numerous and 



detailed Goals and Objectives and Recommendations addressing transit, non-motorized transportation, 
and the connection between our transportation system, environment, and quality of life. The Goals and 
Objectives adequately emphasize the role that alternative modes of transportation should play in 
supporting the important land use, economic development, and environmental goals of the region. 
  
While we appreciate the significant emphasis on non-motorized and multi-modal transportation and 
consider this an improvement over the previous Long Range Plan, we feel certain treatments of the non-
motorized system in this plan should be improved. Multi-modal transportation provides many and varied 
public health and societal benefits, including economic benefits, to areas where they exist. To ensure that 
our region develops a truly multi-modal transportation system, we urge the Commission to re-examine 
several areas of the draft plan to ensure that non-motorized network components are being given the 
attention they deserve. Some of our concerns include: 
  

-         No deficiencies analysis exists for the regional non-motorized network. Deficiencies are 
defined only for automobile traffic. Other metropolitan planning organizations across the country 
identify non-motorized network deficiencies, which can then inform investment strategies.  

  
-         The Non-Motorized Existing and Future Maps presented in Chapter 10 do not define on-
road (bike lane vs. paved shoulder) or off-road facilities (e.g. multi-use trail vs. sidewalk, etc). 
What is considered an off-road facility in one community does not seem consistent with the 
definition in another community. This makes a network or continuity analysis quite difficult, and 
raises questions about the quality of data that the Commission is currently keeping on our 
regional non-motorized facilities. 
 
-         The above point highlights the need to improve the what this report calls the" Regional 
Non-Motorized Facilities Plan", also presented in Chapter 10. While we recognize that TCRPC 
faces fiscal and staff challenges that limit the capacity to develop new plans, we support the 
development of a standalone TCRPC Non-Motorized Regional Plan, inclusive of a full regional 
inventory of bicycle and pedestrian ways (including both recreation and transportation uses) and 
developed through an open, participatory planning process. The purpose of such a plan would be 
to create a coordinated regional system of bicycle and pedestrian facilities to enhance and 
promote multi-modal travel within the Tri-County region. Specifically, this plan would address 
opportunities for expanding and improving bicycle and pedestrian travel within the MPO area, 
highlight opportunities for multi-modal connections. It would  include recommendations on specific 
locations for improvements to bicycle and pedestrian travel, ideas to promote walking and 
bicycling (including policy changes), and specific plans to improve safety for non-motorized 
travel.   

Eventually, we support including this Regional Non-Motorized Plan in TCRPC's 
transportation funding prioritization process. In other words, conformity with the regional non-
motorized plan would become a new criterion for funding. Given that Lansing and East Lansing 
are currently both creating local plans, some cost-savings could be achieved by using their data 
and other plan documents. 

  
-         Recommendation 5 in Chapter 10 should be reworded to reflect the difference between a 
Complete Streets policy and a Non-Motorized Plan. The former is a policy that guides the 
planning process, while the latter is a planning document that highlights specific facilities and 
analyses improvements. Each item should be specifically defined and incorporated into the 2035 
Regional Transportation Plan.  

  
-         Meanwhile, in the interest of a truly multi-modal regional transportation network, we 
encourage the Commission to recommend that communities conduct Non-Motorized Plans, not 
just “bicycle facilities plans”. Pedestrian networks are important components of the transportation 
system and need to be mapped and analyzed, just as we do for bicycle facilities. Non-motorized 
planning also provides an opportunity to consider the needs of residents with mobility problems 
that hinder the use of bicycle-specific facilities. 

  



-         No specific recommendation is made in Chapter 10 to encourage the Michigan Department 
of Transportation to use Complete Streets planning principles on state trunk lines. Local 
communities do not have jurisdiction over these trunk lines, and too often, the state is slow to 
respond to demands for better transit and non-motorized accommodations. Such a 
recommendation in TCRPC’s 2035 Regional Transportation Plan can be a powerful tool for 
encouraging MDOT to ensure state trunk lines also provide multi-modal transportation facilities as 
we move toward 2035. 

  
  
2. Continue to Explore Regional Safe Routes to School Program 
  
We applaud the Commission’s on-going exploration of how to capitalize on the federally funded Safe 
Routes to School program, and we support the creation of a region-wide school safety and Safe Routes 
to School program (as mentioned in Chapter 10).  
  
Given current and expected future fiscal challenges to area school districts, bus and other transportation 
cuts will likely force more area families to go without a bus-to-school option. This will have two 
consequences – more children and young adults will be forced to walk or bicycle to school, and 
meanwhile, more parents will choose to drive their children to school. The combination of an increase in 
parent automobile traffic around schools and increases in pedestrian and bicycle traffic may result in new 
traffic conflicts, crashes, and safety issues around our area schools. A regional Safe Routes to School 
program could be an effective tool to help prevent crashes, improve safety, and save lives, as well as 
improve public health - helping to address the childhood obesity epidemic. 
  
We encourage the Commission to detail specific potential funding sources, next steps, and key partners 
to be involved in this process.  
  
  
3. Include Stronger Complete Streets Language in the Long Range Plan 
  
We were pleased to find reference to Complete Streets in the Plan Goals and Objectives (Goal XI: 
Transit, Objective C, and Goal XV: Non-Motorized, Objective Q), as well as in the Non-Motorized 
Recommendations in Chapter 10. However, we urge the Commission to include stronger language in the 
plan about what Complete Streets policies and planning practices are, and how the Commission will work 
to encourage the adoption of complete streets policies in municipalities and road commissions around the 
region. A sample definition follows:  
 
"Complete Streets are a proven, cost-effective way to improve safety and accessibility for everyone using 
the road. Streets that reinforce livability – incorporating social, economic, and mobility functions into their 
design – play an important role in quality-of-life, so that all people living in our communities – regardless 
of age, ability, or mode of transportation – feel safe and welcome on the roadways. Complete Streets also 
have public and environmental health benefits, reducing vehicle emissions and vehicle fluid runoff into 
soils and waterways."  (http://www.completestreets.org/complete-streets-fundamentals/complete-streets-
faq/) 

  
This Coalition supports stronger language on Complete Streets, such as language that includes a 
directive to assist and consult all member agencies in developing and implementing Complete Streets 
policies.  
  
3. Adopt a Stand-Alone TCRPC Complete Streets Policy 
  
Separate from the Long Range Plan, we urge the Commission to adopt a stand-alone policy specific to 
Complete Streets. Such a policy would complement the Long Range Transportation Plan and illustrate 
your agency’s commitment to multi-modal accessibility and connectivity for all forms of transportation.  
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Ideally, such a policy would require that all new, local, road projects using federal funding programmed by 
the Commission be required to incorporate Complete Streets measures as part of design and 
implementation. Complete Streets also requires transparent project development with measurable 
outcomes and increased public participation. We believe a good policy will result in better 
accommodations for all users of our transportation corridors.   

A number of other metropolitan planning organizations around the country have adopted both resolutions 
and internal policies. For your review, we have included a short document at the end of this letter that 
highlights existing policies, and details the language used in such policies. 

  
As noted in the 2035 document, SAFETEA-LU lapsed on September 30, 2009 and we are awaiting the 
reauthorization. National advocacy groups have been hard at work, pushing that the new bill includes 
Complete Streets language. In fact, Senator Tom Harkin ([IA)] and Congresswoman Doris Matsui ([CA-5)] 
introduced the Complete Streets Act of 2009 in March 2009 (S. 584, H.R. 1443), which would require that 
all state departments of transportation and all metropolitan planning agencies adopt a Complete Streets 
policy. We urge the Commission to continue its legacy of being a forward-looking, innovative agency and 
begin working now to adopt a Complete Streets policy that fits this region.  
  
In closing, we appreciate the Commission’s on-going support of non-motorized issues, and your work to 
create a clean, healthy, and sustainable tri-county region. We hope these comments can lead to a 
productive dialogue on how to continue to work together. We are happy to provide additional details or 
more information as is requested. We also request that this letter be forwarded to any new 
Commissioners named after the date of this letter. 
 
Sincerely, 
  
Tri-County Appropriate Transportation Coalition 
 
The following members of the TCATC support and agree with the contents of this letter: 
  

Name Jurisdiction/Community of 
Residence Organization Name (if applicable) 

Maggie Striz Calnin Lansing Greater Lansing Area Clean Cities 

Rory Neuner Lansing League of Michigan Bicyclists (LMB), Region 6 
Director 

Tim Potter Okemos Ride of Silence, Dallas, TX 

Leonard  Provencher Haslett 
Life Member of LAB & LMB.  Continual 
Renewing Member of TCBA & Michigan 
Greenway and Trails Alliance. 

 
Mike Egan 

 
Delta Township 

League of Michigan Bicyclists, Tri County 
Bicycle Association (TCBA) 

Jessica Yorko Lansing  
 
 
 
  



Complete Streets Policies Adopted by other Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
  
Mid-Ohio Regional Planning Commission, Central Ohio 
http://www.morpc.org/  
  
“Project sponsors are required to accommodate bicycles and pedestrians in the planning and design of all 
proposed transportation projects using MORPC-attributable federal funds.” 
  
Northeast Ohio Area Coordinating Agency, Cleveland, Ohio 
http://www.noaca.org/r6prev1207.pdf  
  
Adopted 09/01/03, project sponsors must “…work with the NOACA staff and other committees to identify 
bicycle and pedestrian planning and design issues. Provide written documentation of the coordination. If 
documentation is not provided, the Plan application will be returned to the sponsor.” 
  
"Bicycle and pedestrian ways shall be established in new construction and reconstruction of road and 
bridge projects unless one or more of four conditions are met." 
  
Bloomington/Monroe County, Indiana 
http://www.bloomington.in.gov/mpo  
  
On January 9, 2009 the Policy Committee of the Bloomington/Monroe County MPO adopted a Complete 
Streets Policy. The guidelines outlined in the policy ensure that local road projects which use federal 
funding will safely accommodate all users of a corridor, including pedestrians, bicyclists, users of mass 
transit, people with disabilities, the elderly, motorists, freight providers, emergency providers and adjacent 
land users. 
  
East-West Gateway Council of Governments, St. Louis Missouri 
http://www.ewgateway.org/ 
  
The Legacy 2030 Long‐Range Plan, adopted on March 1, 2005, included the following language: 
“… as a matter of standard practice the transportation system should be designed, built, and maintained 
in a manner that accommodates not only automobiles but transit vehicles and non‐motorized modes of 
travel as well.” 
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January 20, 2010 
 
Mike Sobocinski 
 
RE:  Comments on Regional 2035 Long Range Plan & Supplement 
 
Hello -  
 
I'm so busy with other things that my only chance to provide any feedback at all 
on transportation issues will have to come from this brief e-mail.  I haven't had a 
chance to check how many of my ideas/concerns are already covered in the 
plan, and instead will have to merely send them to you in this message, and let 
others decide which ones might be relevant for further consideration.... 
 
I'll simply format this as a list of topics of concern: 
 

1. The ramp from I-96 east to 127 North is probably the worst in the area! - a 25 
mph or 30 mph loop merges directly into a 70 mph speed limit area, with a 
shared exit/entrance ramp with obvious conflicts between the fast traffic and 
the slow traffic.  Entering cars here simply can't get up to speed in time to 
merge smoothly, and must fight for space with fast cars that are leaving 127 
onto east 96.  Awful! 

2. Suburban road systems - the old country roads are wearing thin in many 
places (Waverly, Dobie, etc.)  Too bad cities can't/don't annex like they used 
to!  The current road patterns, however, provide too little North-South traffic 
opportunities in Delta Township, and too few East-West avenues in Meridian 
Township.  Cities are nice because they have more half-mile and even 
quarter-mile collector and minor arterial roads - not so in townships, where 
everything seems to be a mile apart unless it cuts through a twisty 
subdivision.  (Awful!) 

3. Exit area from NB 127 to Saginaw Street.  Inadequate space for the lane 
changes needed to allow exiting vehicles to turn right on Saginaw.  Awful 
jams and conflicts result there. 

4. Waverly - widen/improve road or lower the speed limit, add left turn 
lanes/lights 

5. Pedestrian crossing desperately needed over 127 at Lake Lansing Road 
6. Add visible street signs at MLK and Willow intersection, and to denote the left 

turn for south-bound MLK traffic onto Edgewood (signage denotes Pleasant 
Grove but it's too hard to see that it's also Edgewood). 

7. East Jolly Road redesign - East of Aurelius - speed limits are way too high, 
too much (illegal) use of left turn lane as a merge lane.  Traffic turning left 
(east) from apartments on north (briarcliffe, dover's crossing) cannot do so 
safely and efficiently during most hours of the day; need signals.  (The same 
problem exists on West Saginaw, at numerous places west of the city limits - 
the one-way exits around the Lansing Mall are awful, forcing people to 
attempt dangerous left turns even when they don't want to.) 



8. Aurelius Road - speed limit is too low over the RR overpasses leading to 
Clemens.  A left turn arrow or wider lane is needed at Kalamazoo, where a 
single left-turning car causes traffic backups because no one can get past 
and the turn can't be made during busy hours (except as the yellow light turns 
to red). 

9. East Main Street - the speed limit is too low, an extra lane or two could help, 
allowing faster traffic to pass slower traffic properly.  

10. Hagadorn Road - these are the longest traffic lights in the area – long waits at 
Grand River and Mt. Hope (see #2 above - more E-W access needed) 

11. East Lansing could use northern expressway access, to relieve Lake Lansing 
traffic buildup.  Perhaps a new ramp where a new Coleman Road crossing is 
planned?  Perhaps a new interchange at State Road, or at Chandler and I-
69? 

12. Eastwood Towne Center - difficulties with traffic going left (east) on Lake 
Lansing Road and long lineups on the western drive leading there. Needs 
alternative ways to proceed east (and to get there through the parking lot) and 
without trying to go around the complex's eastern boulevard islands (which 
would require a dubious U-turn at four way stop intersections or very awkward 
Michigan lefts). 

13. Harrison Road south of Michigan Ave, on MSU campus - lights are horribly 
mis-timed to stop cars repeatedly and discourage N-S traffic.  127 already 
suffers back-ups, and train crossings already cause the route to be "iffy" - but 
these lights seem to require a stop at every intersection south of Shaw.  In 
many cases, that means stopping at 7 lights in a row!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! 

14. Add or improve the non-expressway access across the river to Lansing's 
southwest.  We need an alternative to cross this river to the State Secondary 
Complex, GM plant, etc. besides just the I-96 route.  Perhaps Jolly could be 
extended to cross the river at least as far as Creyts Road?  (It should help 
land values and development on the southwest side of Lansing, if so!) 

15. Old rural roads need lane expansions (left turn lane additions) since they now 
support urban traffic (e.g. Dobie Road)  

16. Replace various inefficient 4-way stops with roundabouts or traffic lights.  
Coolidge at Coleman in East Lansing, Willow west of Waverly (at Arden), 
Haslett and Saginaw (re-do traffic patterns/lights and get rid of that awful stop 
sign/merge point, which can back up to the Hagadorn traffic light.) 

17. Grand River and Pennsylvania - a horribly mis-timed light and lack of space 
causes nasty things for westbound Grand River traffic here.  Two cars cross 
Pennsylvania only to be stopped at the second light one block away???  
During construction season, this was the absolute worst! 

18. Blind turn problem at Aurelius & Cavanaugh requires a No Turn on Red sign 
for northbound traffic who want to turn east on Cavanaugh - there's no way to 
see oncoming traffic around the house. 

19. Add traffic light at Harrison & Forst (instead of a yield sign - southbound traffic 
CANNOT turn left while eastbound traffic is turning to the north!), and at 
Collins & Forest (left turns are far too dangerous in all directions, traffic takes 
too long to clear). 



20. I support intercity train system, or even buses to Detroit as an alternative to 
the boring and traffic-filled I-96 auto/truck route.   

21. Re: public mass transit - there are reasons the system is unappealing to most 
users.  The survey results I glanced at in the plan are surely not 
representative.  The downtown CATA station is totally unappealing for decent 
middle class persons because of all the riffraff - it has become a hang-out 
point for truants and delinquents and rowdy persons.  Buses are often 
overcrowded and uncomfortable - contagion problems are SEVERE during flu 
season, panhandlers, bums, neurotics, drunks, criminal types.  I have a lot of 
stories.  (Lack of) bus security has become a REAL problem.  I can't blame 
anyone for not wanting to take buses through the city.  Low-class patrons 
asking for money, asking for women's phone numbers, smoking, spitting in 
the bus stops, bad odors, poor hygiene, unruly, etc.  This all favors the 
greater use of express routes for white collar/professional users.  Many more 
#1 (Michigan Ave) buses are needed during peak traffic hours - possibly even 
every 5 minutes rather than every 10, and larger buses, like the kind now 
used in East Lansing's north-south routes (e.g. Abbott)  Transit benefits the 
linking of major attractions (malls, campuses, downtowns) and the #1 bus is 
therefore the highest demand.  More transit requires enhanced downtown and 
corridor development, more "place-orientation" in communities, more park & 
ride opportunities. 

22. Poor designs in commercial areas (excessive curb cuts) - there should be a 
way (as there is across from the Lansing Mall, although that needs a better 
design) to access multiple commercial areas off the main highway WITHOUT 
re-entering the highway to do so.  For example, South Cedar – lots of 
businesses, but by car, each one requires a separate stop and separate re-
entries onto the main road.  Instead, some use of alleys could be used, to 
allow going down past a few (or many) stores in the back without using the 
main highway.  This applies just as well to Meridian's East Grand River, parts 
of MLK, etc.  As it stands, many of these lots along corridors don't even allow 
much access for pedestrians/bikes to go between them, due to obstructive 
fencing, foliage, lack of sidewalks, etc.  

23. Whoever suggested that planting bushes to force drivers to stop before 
entering a highway was wrong.  The bushes get overgrown and simply 
obscure vision.  Some concrete planters, signs, etc. cause obscured vision, 
especially for drivers of small cars.  bad idea.  

 
Thanks for your consideration! 
Mike 
 
 
 



STAFF RESPONSE TO AGENCY CONSULTATION LETTERS AND 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 
 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), U.S. Department of Agriculture (dated 
January 11, 2010) 
 
Staff have forwarded the NRCS letter to implementing agencies and governments in the corridor 
and responsible for the segment of Waverly Road highlighted as a concern.  Staff notes that, as 
requested by the City of Lansing, there have been discussions with Lansing Township and the 
Ingham County Road Commission about submitting a Transportation Enhancement (TE) 
application for building a path through the wooded slope referred to in the NRCS letter along 
with  a complete sidewalk system up to and onto Old Lansing Road.  Lansing would make this 
application, but abutting property owner and other possible local opposition to the project need 
to be addressed.  A public meeting has been suggested, but not scheduled.  TE funding is being 
looked at for a near term solution pending addressing public concerns. 
 
Staff also note that funding for a portion of the City of Lansing pathway segment from Moores 
River to Holmes is planned for 2011, but since it has not yet received all administrative 
approvals needed, it must remain on the illustrative unfunded list until those approvals are 
received based on regulations.  Additionally, the Plan does designate this as a priority corridor 
and identifies need for location/design studies to resolve specific non-motorized constraints 
along the corridor.  We understand a similar designation recommending engineering studies is 
included in the Draft City of Lansing Non-Motorized Pan according to their consultants. 
 
State of Michigan Department of Agriculture (dated January 13, 2010) 
 
Technical corrections suggested were made to the headers on maps in Chapter 17.  Staff is 
continuing to try to work with local drain commissioners as suggested. 
 
Comments Submitted by the Tri-County Appropriate Transportation Coalition (dated 
January 20, 2010) 
 
1) Staff looks forward to working with the new coalition to consider many of their suggestions 

in the next Plan update.  A more thorough deficiency analysis will be considered in the next 
Plan update.  Non-motorized maps in the Plan represent but a small fraction of the 
inventory information which is dramatically condensed for reproduction.  The full 
inventory will be available for future analysis, but publication in future plans may be cost 
prohibitive.  Staff acknowledges there are different facility definition types in different 
communities, as a matter of local practice, however these details are retained in the 
inventory and equivalencies have been identified which partially resolve this concern.  Staff 
does not concur with the suggestion that there be a separate regional project – specific 
Non-Motorized Plan but acknowledge a more detailed information summary of the 
Regional Non-Motorized System Plan would be a useful item to pursue in conjunction with 
future updates.  The current Regional Non-Motorized System Plan is already considered in 
project priority setting.  A broader definition of “plans” has also been added to the 
glossary which clarifies there are many of types of plans, that there is a hierarchy of plans 
from broad policy plans to more specific corridor plans and that all adopted plans 
constitute public policies.  The reference to bicycle facilities plans was corrected to “non-



motorized” as suggested.  A specific recommendation was also added to Chapter 10 as 
suggested concerning trunklines. 

 
2) Staff remains eager to pursue a Regional Safe Routes to Schools effort if funding agencies 

change their current school-based approaches and are willing to consider a funding 
proposal.  Staff would welcome the opportunity to work with the coalition in developing 
such a proposal. 

 
3) The definition of “complete streets” was modified to include language suggested in the 

letter, and a bullet was also added that noted that staff will provide technical assistance 
and support to member agencies on complete streets policies.  Consideration of a TCRPC 
complete streets policy can be given in the next Plan update.  Staff does note that the 
adopted Plan already contains numerous substantive and explicit complete streets policy 
elements in its current form. 

 
Comments from Mike Sobocinski, (dated January 20, 2010) 
 
Mr. Sobocinski notes numerous operational and traffic safety engineering concerns, as well as 
Long Range Plan issues.  His communication will be forwarded to local jurisdictions and 
agencies for consideration of these operational and safety concerns as appropriate and his 
suggestions will be considered in future Plan updates.  Staff notes that some of these concerns, 
such as need for a pedestrian crossing over US 127 on Lake Lansing Road or potential for a new 
interchange at Chandler and I-69 are discussed or analyzed in the Plan, as are access 
management policies and several other items referenced in his comments, directly or indirectly. 
 
Additional Public Information Meeting Comments (various meeting minutes) 
 
Staff notes that numerous other suggestions and corrections made in the public information 
meetings were either integrated in the errata sheet which accompanied the document through 
committee review and Commission approval and/or were changed or corrected in the final Plan 
and are not itemized here for brevity.  Examples include typo corrections, changing a reference 
to “bicycle path” to read “shared use path” and correcting the mapped location of a specific 
project to be consistent with the project description. 




