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PREFACE

The structure of this report has five primary sections beginning with an
introduction, an historical perspective, legislation, a detailed study of the Pere
Marquette Rail-Trail of Mid-Michigan (PMRTMM) and ending with conclusions
and recommendations based on the information gathered. The introduction states
the hypothesis and addresses the methodology used for the study. The historical
perspective section contains a literature review, and examines the history of
greenways and rails-to-trails. The section on legislation gives a thorough review
of Interstate Commerce Commission Laws, State Transportation Presérvation Act,
Michigan Trailways Act, and the Federal Trail System Act. These are the basic
statutes that authorize the development of rails-to-trails. The fourth section
examines the PMRTMM. A detailed traveling description of the trail will be used
that was taken from the home page of the Friends of the Pere Marquette Rail-Trail
of Mid-Michigan. Articles from local newspapers, local fund raising events, and
trail brochures are used to briefly summarize the comments of citizens who have
been involved with the trail. A detailed participants trail survey comments section
was taken from A4 Vision for a Linear Park in Midland County from Midland to
Clare, Michigan, the master plan for the trail. Finally, the report summarizes an
interview with William C. Gibson, the Director of Midland Parks and Recreation.
The report concludes by analyzing the data collected during the study and offers
recommendations and strategies which other communities can use when building

their rails-to-trails.
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The conclusion suggests that people as advocates and participants are the
key element to a successful rails-to-trail. Recommendations for future study
include what are the economic benefits of Michigan rail-trails, how many people
are using the rail-trail, what is the difference between a standard park and a linear
park, how does crime along the trail relate to crime in the community, and how are

property values changed based on adjacency to the rail-trail.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Purpose

The purpose of this study is to explain the types of greenways and trails
that are currently being designed in the United States and addresses various issues
that are involved with greenways and trails. These issues include varied concerns
of the citizens who abut greenways and trails, an enormous perception that
trailways cause a lowering of property values, citizens’ concerns about the
potential for crime, that trailways are paths giving access to drug traffic, that
vandals frequent trailways with their cans of spray paint ready to deface private
property and concerns about how the greenways and trails in their community will
survive after being built. The Pere Marquette Rail-Trail of Mid-Michigan
(PMRTMM) a linear greenway constructed along an abandoned railbed, will be
used as a case study, to address the issues involved with designating, constructing
and maintaining greenways. |

This study explains how community involvement has helped to mitigate
these perceptions of trailways development and contribute to the success of the
trailways system. Few studies have been completed that document the relationship
between community involvement and the success of a trailway system. Community
involvement is central to the success and future of a trailway. The major thrust of

this paper is to add to the growing information on rails-to-trails.



Literature Review

Greenways are linear paths which provide recreational opportunities for
such things as boating, biking, hiking, skating, snowmobiling, cross-country skiing,
rollerblading, and birding. They also serve a variety of purposes such as protecting
sensitive environments, allowing plant and animal species a path for movement
from one protected area to another, and allowing a variety of recreational
opportunities. Greenways are found in a variety of environments and are used to
connect city parks to each other, protect the natural plant structure along a river,
connect forest areas together to provide corridors between these forest areas.

Greenways are found along old railroad corridors in the United States.
Over 500 of these railroad corridors have been converted from rails to trails. This
phenomenon started in the 1970’s when local hikers found that old abandoned
railbeds were excellent places to walk. These abandoned railbeds were usually
found out in the countryside and were away from automobile traffic. Eventually,
users organized local groups, called Friends, to develop these railbeds into rails-to-
trails and expand these linear recreational areas to include both rural and urban
areas.
Case Study Site

This case study looks at how successful the PMRTMM has become and
looks at how the PMRTMM has grown in the past nine years. Growth does not
mean length, but the variety of opportunities that greet the trail user along the rail-

trail. A successful rails-to-trails will command user interaction and demand
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continuous growth and maintenance. Maintenance has become one way that
Friends groups show their commitment to a rail-trail and show involvement with
keeping the rail-trail a viable and useful recreational draw to their communities.
This is a single case study of one excellent trail and can be used as a bench mark

for other trails, although each trail is unique.
Research Methods

Methods used to study the PMRTMM include researching local and area
newspaper articles about the trail, evaluating the trail master plan prepared by The
Pollack Design Associates Consultant Team, and an interview with William C.
Gibson who is the director of Parks and Recreation for Midland County.
Newspaper articles have been found that address trail issues from when the trail
was first proposed, completion of the Coleman Mile and the dedication of the
complete trail. Letters have been received from the Secretary of the Interior, the
Governor of Michigan and many citizens of the State of Michigan. The master
plan is a comprehensive look at the history of the railbed, the design and layout of
the trail and is an indicator of the importance the community placed on good trail
design. Mr. Gibson’s interview is a detailed vision of what he felt the trail could
become and ultimately, what the trail has become.

There are some deficiencies in the study because data were not available
concerning the number of people who are now using the trail and Mr. Gibson feels
this kind of study must be done; however, it is possible to comment on the types of
people who are using the trail and the great distances they are willing to travel to

ride the 21 mile long rail-trail in Midland County.
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Findings

The PMRTMM was built because of a strong personal and public
commitment to building a rail-trail for the citizens of Midland County. Strong
leadership was given to the building effort by individuals such as William C.
Gibson, Tom Pounders, and Carl Gerstacker. All of these people believed in a rail-
trail concept and committed themselves to developing the trail. Over time there
has been a strong sense of public priority and public participation. A local Friends
group was formed and the other communities along the trail committed themselves
to trail development. Funding came from the Midland Foundation which relies on
citizen contributions and the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
(ISTEA). The citizens of Midland County raised the matching funds for ISTEA
money. No tax dollars have been involved with the development of the Pere

Marquette Rail-Trail of Mid-Michigan.



INTRODUCTION




Purpose

The purpose of this study is to determine why a community such as
Midland, Michigan, is capable of developing a successful trailways system, the
Pere Marquette Trail of Mid-Michigan, despite a perception that trailways cause a
lowering of property values, that trailways are for elite groups of cyclists and
joggers, that trailways are paths giving access to drug traffic and that vandals
frequent trailways with their cans of spray paint ready to deface private property.

“Rails-to-trails proposal risky

To the Editor:
I read an article posted in a gas station yesterday concerning a
group that is trying to get the counties to take the old CSX railroad
bed and make a hiking and biking trail. On paper that might
sound like a good idea but what about reality? The hikers and
bikers of today are fighters not sportsmen. If the motorcycle gangs
and drug dealers want new territory why not let them buy it? A
decent person or child or animal, wild or otherwise, would not be
safe anywhere near that trail. Talk about highway robberies, how
many people would be robbed or murdered just trying to cross the
trail on a country road? Wake up, America.” (Letter of protest
early in the Pere Marquette Rail-Trail’s history).

“In any case we do oppose the creation of any portion of

the trail that may affect our area. We would fight this to the full



extent of the law.” (Portion of letter protesting the Kalamazoo

River Valley Trail).

“The citizens of Charleston Township also respectfully protest our

tax dollars being spent for such activities that special groups

create. Not only do they waste our tax dollars, they jeopardize the

peace and security of our families, our homes and our property.

The serenity and lack of foot traffic is why we chose this area to

settle.” (Portion of letter protesting the Kalamazoo River Valley

Trail).

For the complete text of these letters and a response to the Charleston Township
letter, please see Appendix A. In addition, it is the purpose of this study to
determine how community involvement has helped to mitigate these perceptions of
trailways development and determine what relationships exist between community
involvement and success of the trailways system.

The need for this study is based on the lack of analysis of the
successfulness of the Pere Marquette Rail-Trail of Mid- Michigan and that no
study has been completed that documents the relationship between community
involvement and the success of a trailways system. Further, there is a need to study
trailways system usage and the types of usage. This will help to create better
system access and a better understanding of the recreational possibilities for

additional systems across the state.



The problems that are being addressed by this study are why has the
Midland trailways system been successful despite opposition to systems in
Michigan and what is the relationship between community involvement and
trailways success in Midland. As an extension of this study, it is hoped that more
studies of other successful communities will be done and will be added to the
literature of successful trailways.

Hypothesis

It is expected that there must be strong individual advocates who create the
necessary beginnings for the successful starting of a trailways system. Further, if
there is not strong community advocacy for a trailways system, the trailways
system will be a failure. Therefore, a trailways systems success is based on strong
community involvement from the conception of the project to bring a trailways
system into a community. By using qualitative techniques, the advocacy of
individuals and groups that were involved in the successful building of a trailways
system will explain the success of the trailways system. If the community
advocacy groups are not involved in continuing this support, the trailways system
in the community will be in decline. Community involvement must be shown for a
trailway to continue, to develop and grow. Community involvement generates
newspaper articles, correspondence and the necessary financial backing to maintain
a trailway. It creates the publicity necessary to encourage users and a trail must be
used to be sustainable. Without the involvement of individuals, groups and a

broad community effort, a trailways system will not be successful.



Research Methodology

The primary purpose of this study is to understand why a trailways system
is successful. A case study of a trailways system is being conducted by using
qualitative techniques such as interviews, researching correspondence from trail
advocates and opponents and by researching newspaper articles that relate to
trailways issues. Because a trail is being pre-selected for this study and because of
the author’s interest in the trail, this is an intrinsic case study. (Stake 1995, 4)
There is an intrinsic interest in this trail and why it has become successful.
Key Interview

The case study will interview the leading advocate for the Pere Marquette
Rail-Trail of Mid-Michigan (PMRTMM) who has continued working towards
making this trailways system an enduring success. By using a qualitative
interviewing technique, this study is designed to understand the meanings that the
individual is communicating to the interviewer. (Rubin, 1995)
Document Review

Much has been written about the PMRTMM, by selecting this rail-trail
system it is possible to benefit from the amount of information that has already
been prepared. All correspondence, newspaper articles, and survey responses
were gathered from the Michigan Department of Natural Resources, the Midland
County Parks and Recreation office and the Master Plan.
Analysis

The analysis of the qualitative data collected is done by looking for

individual involvement, citizen involvement and community involvement during the



acquisition, construction and the continued growth of the trail after its initial
completion. Continued growth does not mean growth in length, but rather adding

to trail amenities.



HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE




Literature Review

Literature that deals directly with a trailways system success is extremely
limited. Most literature that deals with this success is from the popular media or
from the advocacy groups that are developing the trailways system. Peer reviewed
articles that use sound qualitative or quantitative methods have not been found for
this study. There is extensive literature that discusses what constitutes a greenway
and how greenways should be designed' and ecological landscape experts are now
developing whole procedures for designing greenways for the whole earth
community”. Even as a trailways system becomes more important to the
community, most of the literature deals with the attachments people have to their
recreational experience’.

The National Park Service has published a resource book that describes the
Economic Impacts of Protecting Rivers, Trails and Greenway Corridors (US
Department of the Interior, National Park Service, 1992). However, not having a
basic example to design a study for a trailways system success should be viewed as
a challenge and an opportunity to extend the literature about trailways. With the

availability of literature that discusses why people are attached to trailways system

! Flink, Charles A. and Robert M. Searns. Loring LaB. Schwarz, ed. Greenways: A Guide to
Pianning, Design, and Development. Washington, DC: Island Press, 1993. Little, Charles.
Greenways for America. Baltimore: The John Hopkins University Press, 1990.

% Fabos, Julius Gy, and Jack Ahern, eds. Greenways: The Beginning of an International
Movement. The Netherlands: Elsevier Science, 1995. Smith, Daniel S. and Paul Cawood
Hellmund. Ecology of Greenways: Design and Function of Linear Conservation Areas.
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1993.

3 Moore, Roger L. and Alan R. Graefe. Attachments to Recreation Settings: The Case of Rail-
Trail Users. Leisure Sciences. (1994) 16: 17-31. Stokols, Daniel. Instrumental and Spiritual
Views of People-Environment Relations. American Psychologist. 45 (1990) 5: 641-646.



and the outdoors, perhaps starting a discussion on why a trailway systems is
successful, with relation to a perceived value to the experience, would start the
process towards understanding why people work so hard to establish a trailways
system.

In looking at why people view the success of a trailway as important, there
are two possible and different philosophical views of how people react to their
environment. (A third philosophical view, the minimalist viewpoint, will not be
discussed in this study.) “The instrumental perspective views physical settings as
‘tools’ for supporting individual productivity and organizational effectiveness-—-as
the physical means for achieving key behavioral and economic goals....In
contrast....a spiritual orientation in which physical setting are viewed not as tools,
but as ends in themselves---as contexts in which important human values can be
cultivated” (Stokols, 1990). In the instrumental perspective land is viewed as an
economic resource, whereas in the spiritual perspective land is viewed as a place to
cultivate the human spirit and enrich the experience of living. Table 2.1* addresses
the differences between these two value systems. As this study progresses, it is
suspected that people who have worked hard on a trailways system will exhibit
many of the spiritual characteristics that are listed above.

Roger L. Moore has been able to show that recreationalists develop place
specific orientations and place attachments. These place attachments are

dependent upon the distance a person has to travel to get to a trailways system and

4 Table quoted directly from Stokols, Daniel. Instrumental and Spiritual Views of People-
Environment Relations. American Psychologist. 45 (1990) 5: 641-646.
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the frequency with which a person uses a trailways system. He finds that age is
important and that the type of activity for which the trailways system is being used
is equally important (Moore and Graefe, 1994). Place identity and place
dependency play a strong role in how a trailways system is used. It is possible that
a trailways system will be more successful if it is promoted and identified as a place
where activities take place in a safe environment. People who use a trailways
system identify with the system and the success of the system grows with use. It
becomes more successful. “Study results imply that how attachments develop may
in fact vary for place dependence and place identity. The more functional place
dependence may develop relatively quickly as long as the setting is convenient and
good for a user’s chosen activity, whereas the more affective place identity could
require longer periods of time to emerge. This is consistent with the finding that
the users of the oldest trail (the 14 year-old, suburban Lafayette/Moraga Trail) had
significantly higher place identity than the users of the other, younger trails,
whereas no differences in levels of place dependence were found among trails of
very different ages” (Moore and Graefe, 1994).

Economics also plays a role in developing a trailways system. What does
the community get from the system after it is in place? The National Park Service
has developed a basic table (Table 2.2)° that shows what a person must spend to
access a system when using a variety of activities. The National Park Service

believes that these kinds of expenditures can stimulate the local economy of the

5 Prepared by Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance National Park Service, 1992.



Table 2.2 10-A

ACTIVITY PURCHASE LOW END MID-RANGE
COST COST

Bicycling Bicycle 300.00 800.00
Helmet 50.00 50.00

Lock 30.00 30.00

Bicycle Rack 25.00

Bicycle Pack 50.00

Water Bottle 10.00

Shoes 45.00

Clothing 50.00

Car Rack 150.00

Total 380.00 1210.00
Hiking Shoes/Boots 45.00 120.00
Socks 10.00 45.00

Daypack 20.00 40.00

Water Bottle 5.00 5.00

Total 80.00 210.00
Birdwatching Binoculars 50.00 150.00
Spotting Scope 200.00

Field Guide 10.00 50.00

Camera, lenses, etc. 1000.00

Total 60.00 1400.00
Cross-country Skiing Skis 85.00 250.00
Boots 40.00 90.00

Bindings 10.00 30.00

Poles 15.00 30.00

Wax 15.00 60.00

Clothing 100.00

Gaiters 25.00

Total 165.00 585.00
Horseback Riding Lessons 250.00 250.00
Hard Hat 40.00 40.00

Boots 100.00 100.00

Crop 15.00 15.00

Horse 1000.00

Tack 500.00

Boarding (annual) 2400.00

Total 405.00 4305.00
Skating Inline Skates 85.00 175.00
Wrist Guards 20.00 20.00

Knee and Elbow Pads 40.00 60.00

Total 145.00 255.00
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community and literature from the Rails-To-Trails Conservancy supports this
supposition. This is done by increasing the need for the type of equipment listed.
The economic success of a trailways system may be tied to the kinds of retail )
outlets that are available in the community and could possibly direct the
community to the kinds of businesses that need to be developed.

One of the arguments being used against the trailways system is that these
systems are being used by elitists who peddle around on $1500.00 bikes. From an
economic viewpoint, this is not bad, but it does not address the perception that
these trailways are being used by a limited group of individuals at the expense of
the local land owner. Therefore, more research should be conducted about the real
economic benefits to the community as a whole and not for an elite group of
individuals.

Conlflict plays a role in the continued success of a trailways system and this
should be a component of future research. This form of conflict, however, is
between the variety of trailways uses and users. Conflict of this nature could
possibly result in the decline of the successfulness of a trailways system and should
continue to be researched. “The National Recreational Trails Advisory Committee
identified trail-user conflicts on multiple-use trails as a major concern that needs
resolution” (Moore, 1994). There is extensive literature on these kinds of conflicts
and should help add to the body of research on determining why a trailways system

is successful.
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Finally, the major component of this study is to find out why a particular
trailways system is successful. At this time it appears that no one is conducting
these kinds of studies and an attempt will be made to expand the search for this
information. Because there are limited resources for this study, it makes this study
all the more important. If this study can begin to understand why a community has
succeeded in building a successful trailways system, it may help other communities
when they begin the process of starting their system. Also, it should help future
researchers with finding ways to view trailways system research.

Greenways

Open spaces grab the eye, charge the senses, accelerate the beating heart
or calm the soul relaxing in meadows lying next to babbling brooks. Experiencing
the pull of open spaces urges the outdoors person to visit new places, leads to the
discovery of the Yellowstone of the West or islands that time forgot in passing.
Open spaces contribute to the reality of being human while maintaining a separate
wildness viewed by experiencing what this wildness brings through interaction with
all of the random possibilities of encounters. However, as populations increase
and open spaces fragment, the United States teeters on the edge of destroying its
precious natural heritage and the continuity of wild open spaces. The need for
open spaces continues to grow as the population grows with increased interaction
with members of society and reduced spatial relationships (Stokols, 1972).

Greenways are linear open spaces established along natural corridors or

railroad right-of-ways and are used by humans, animals and plants (Little, 1990).
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These corridors link recreational areas, natural areas, cultural features or historical
sites and can be located in either rural or urbanized areas. Millions of Americans
enjoy greenways each year and, along with the recreational benefits, provide
connecting links for many animals and plants in an increasingly human trodden
environment. However, notwithstanding the obvious benefits of greenways to
both the public and the natural environment, greenways are not without vocal and
violent detractors. Active private property rights groups are becoming
increasingly vocal and violent in their verbosity and in their outrage at the public’s
access to a variety of land types that traditionally have been left to the farmer and
rancher. Planners must create a better understanding of the ways needed to
mediate this divisive process while showing how greenways benefit both the
private property advocate and the public access advocate by the economical
development that springs from the additional people who enter a community via
the greenway system.

Greenways connect the fragmented landscape broken by human uses found
throughout the United States. Most people experience greenways without a
cognizant realization of this use. Walking along the banks of the Red Cedar River
in East Lansing, Michigan, the trees lining the bank spreads a canopy over the river
and the casual jogger or avid bird watcher. In the simplest terms possible, a
greenway is a linear space following a linear physical feature of the landscape.
Greenways can be used to create a connection between multiple parks or natural

areas in the landscape (Smith and Hellmund, 1993). “Greenways can range in
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form from narrow urban trail corridors to winding river corridors to very wide,

wilderness-like landscape linkages. They can straddle waterways, traverse

ridgelines, or cut across upland areas independent of natural geomorphic features.

They occur in different types of landscapes, from cities and suburbs to farmland

and commercial forests” (Smith and Hellmund, 1993).

Greenways variety is not limited to either city or rural community, river or

railroad bed, or road or highway. Greenways move people and wildlife through a

maze of trails that resist categorization (Little, 1990). Little lists five major project

types of greenways being developed by communities:

1.

“Urban riverside greenways, usually created as part of (or
instead of) a redevelopment program along neglected, often
run-down city waterfronts.

Recreational greenways, featuring paths and trails of various
kinds, often of relatively long distance, based on natural
corridors as well as canals, abandoned railbeds (there are many

of these, as we shall see), and other public rights-of-way.

. Ecologically significant natural corridors, usually along rivers

and streams and (less often) ridgelines to provide for wildlife
migration and “species interchange,” and hiking.
Scenic and historic routes, usually along a road or highway (or

less often, a waterway), the most representative of them making
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an effort to provide pedestrian access along the route or at least
places to alight from the car.

5. Comprehensive greenway system of networks, usually based on
natural landforms such as valleys and ridges but sometimes
simply an opportunistic assemblage of greenways and open
spaces of various kinds to create an alternative municipal or
regional green infrastructure” (Little, 1990).

In the United States, a community movement has developed around
creating trailways to establish links connecting parks and other green spaces.
Generally, these areas are linear in nature and are collectively called greenways.
Greenways support a number of specific functions such as protecting riparian
areas, forming corridors for wildlife to move from one green island to another
green island or connecting a broken landscape created by human settlement
patterns. Increasingly, greenways are being developed with a recreational function
in mind and with a thought towards the peaceful enjoyment of quiet green spaces.
Nevertheless forming community trailways is not without criticism and is
inherently difficult for any trailways association.

Charles E. Little, the leading advocate for greenways and author of
Greenways for America, has spent a significant part of his life researching how
communities are developing greenways and the excitement being generated by
successful greenways development; however, in the literature leading to trailways

and greenways development, there are few specific studies being done on
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successful trailways. Numerous references can be found where conflict has

become a major component of trailways and greenways articles and, in general, the

current political climate is strengthening an anti-trailways movement which is

responsible for some of the conflict being seen in trailways growth.

The following are examples of the conflict between trailways advocates and

the anti-trailways movement. These examples are one form of greenways---rails-

to-trails:

“Hundreds of miles of potential rails-to-trails in Indiana are suffering from a
backlash created by the Indiana Farm Bureau and a handful of adjacent
landowners in the center of the state. The anti-trail groups have been given
extensive coverage in local newspapers following a court decision in their
favor. In June, 1996, the Indiana Court of Appeals ruled in favor of adjacent
landowners who challenged Conrail’s ownership of the Sugar Creek and
Wabash Heritage Trail, a 29-mile corridor between Crawfordsville, Indiana and
the Wabash River. The court held that any railroad deed referring to a
property as a “right-of-way”” will be construed as an easement that
automatically reverts to adjacent landowners upon the abandonment by the
railroad” (Trailblazer, 1996).

In Michigan, “Corn does not appear to grow well in old rail-trail beds,” said
Rails-to-Trails Conservancy’s Michigan Chapter Director Ann Beaujean after
touring blockaded sites along the Fred Meijer Heartland Trail August 28 with

Franz Mojdis, Stanton City Manager and Friends of the Trail President. The
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sporadic blockades along the RTC-owned and Friends of the Trail-operated
corridor have been erected by adjacent landowners who sued for ownership of
the trail and lost. All sections of the trail are passable, despite the sewage
drainage pipes and the plowing and planting of the corridor” (Trailblazer,
1996).

Bombastic verbiage abounds in the local media of communities who have
or who are thinking of trailways, about private property rights being usurped or
that crime is a problem along trailways. According to the Burlington Vermont
Police Department, the Stowe Recreation Path is one of the safest places in the
town because it is generating only 0.0013% of calls to police over a 27 month
period. (Trailblazer, 1996). With this one exception, there is neither evidence to
support or contradict these assumptions about trailways. Along with this lack of
evidence, there appears to be little analysis of a community’s perception of
trailways or the perception of trailways in the areas surrounding trailways. A
trailways success is based on a community’s willingness to compromise and
willingness to work continually in the community to keep the trailways successful.

Even though there is a lack of specific evidence to indicate how successful
trailways can be, a number of trailways are being developed in the United States.
With a number of major national trailways organizations and many local groups
involved in trailways development, trailways enjoy wide support and wide usage
by the general public. Many books and articles have been written about trailways

development during the past 30 years; however, little has been written about the
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data needed to support the amount of crime on trailways, the economic benefits of
trailways development or how communities bond together to develop a successful
trailways system. By communicating with successful communities and collecting
data surrounding successful trailways, it will be possible to start the process of
describing the trailways movement in the United States and helping communities
with the process of convincing their citizens how important trailways are to the

recreational needs and the preservation needs of their community.
Rails-to-Trails, A Brief History

Rails-to-trails began quietly in the 1960s when railroad companies started
to experience increased financial difficulty and began to abandoned various rail
corridors across the United States. The first trail users were people who realized
that they could take a quiet walk along a safe path and would find themselves
traveling through undeveloped rural areas, crossing over old trestles, going
through old railroad tunnels and going through natural areas that were still similar
to the original natural areas of their community before development took place.
The fledgling rails-to-trails movement began when advocates for recreation and
advocates for environmental preservation began to realize that this was a resource
that could be used by the community and, at the same time, preserve natural areas
(Nevel and Harnik, 1990).

The first rails-to-trails were purchased with state moneys such as the
Hllinois Prairie Path in Chicago, the Elroy-Sparta Trail in Wisconsin and the Burke-

Gilman Trail in Seattle, WA. The importance of these rails-to-trails is as varied as
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the trails themselves. The Illinois Prairie Path in Chicago provided a much needed
greenway in the urbanized area of Chicago while the Elroy-Sparta Trail in
Wisconsin brought needed tourist dollars to a rural area that is scenically beautiful,
but lacked enough attractions to bring tourists into the communities along the trail.
The major importance of the Burke-Gilman Trail was that it introduced the
concept of rails-to-trails to the country as a whole. When people at the University
of Washington realized that they had an abandoned railroad running beside their
campus, they asked the Burlington Northern Railroad to donate the property to
them for trail development. The railroad company refused and the Interstate
Commerce Commission stepped in with binding arbitration and ultimately this
rails-to-trails was developed (Nevel and Harnik, 1990).

In 1976, Congress enacted the Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory
Reform Act which added the Rails-to-Trails Grant Program under the Department
of the Interior. The act was passed to provide much needed reform to the railroad
industry that was experiencing difficult times with competition from the trucking
industry. It set up grants to entities that wished to build rails-to-trails and helped
the railroad with the abandonment of rail corridors that were no longer profitable.
Also, it included the provision that allowed for the possible reactivation of rail
service along these corridors.

“(b) Information and Funding - The Secretary of the Interior, after
consultation with the Secretary of Transportation, shall, in

accordance with this subsection, provide financial, educational, and
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technical assistance to local, State, and Federal governmental
entities for programs involving the conservation of abandoned
railroad rights-of-way to recreation and conservation used, in such
manner as to coordinate and accelerate such conversion, where
appropriate. Such assistance shall include --

(1) encouraging and facilitating exchanges of information dealing
with the availability of railroad rights-of way, the technology
involved in converting such properties to such public purposes, and
related matters;

(2) making grants, in consultation with the Bureau of Outdoor
Recreation of the Department of the Interior, the State and local
governmental entities to enable them to plan, acquire, and develop
recreation or conservation facilities on abandoned railroad rights-
of-way, which grants shall cover not more than 90 percent of the
cost of the planning, acquisition, or development activity of the
particular project for which funds are sought;

(3) allocating funds to other Federal programs concerned with
recreation and conservation in order to enable abandoned railroad
rights-of-way, where appropriate, to be included in or made into
national parks, national trails, national recreation areas, wildlife
refuges, or other national areas dedicated to recreation or

conservation uses; and
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(4) providing technical assistance to other Federal agencies, States,

local agencies and private groups for the purpose of enhancing

conversion projects. To increase the available information and

expertise, the Secretary may contract for special studies or projects

and may otherwise collect, evaluate, and disseminate information

dealing with utilization of rights-of-way” (Nevel and Harnik, 1990).
Although $20 million was originally authorized by the act, only $5 Million was
actually spent in grant money. This act was the compelling force behind the start
of the rails-to-trails movement and ultimately nine rails-to-trails received federal
grant money. Since this act expired, no direct federal dollars have been spent on
rails-to-trails. State and local governments are now doing most of the funding for
rails-to-trails conversions (Nevel and Harnik, 1990).

The original rails-to-trails that were funded by these grants are Mill Valley-
Sausalito Path (Marin County, California), Northern Central Railroad Trail
(Baltimore County, Maryland), M-K-T Nature/Fitness Trail (City of Columbia,
Missouri), Delaware and Raritan Multi-Use Trail (Central New Jersey), Mohawk-
Hudson Bikeway (Albany and Schenectady Counties, New York), Little Miami
Scenic Park (Southeastern Ohio), National Trails Towpath Bike Trail of Palmer
and Bethlehem Townships (Northampton County, Pennsylvania), Washington and
Old Dominion Railroad Regional Park (Northern Virginia) and the Preston-
Snoqualmie Trail (King County, Washington). As with all rails-to-trails, these
initial trails had problems and successes that were related to public opinion and the

perception of the trail (Nevel and Hamnik, 1990).
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Problems cover a wide spectrum from the fear of misuse of the trail by
vandals, fear of misuse by motorized vehicles and motorcycle hoodlums, fear of
misuse by hunters, littering, abuse by carousing fraternity students, unsightly and
unsafe conditions, fear that property values will decrease, and a fear that homes
will be unsafe from users. Successes include a willingness by the public “to trust
the government to spend its money wisely on programs that will benefit the whole
community”’, adoption of the trail by the community and taking personal
responsibility for protecting the trail, location in an area because of the recreational
opportunities provided by trails in the area, increased property values along trails,
expansion of private business to supply users of trails, access to fishing areas, and
the addition of new restaurants (Nevel and Harnik, 1990). The problems and
successes of these rails-to-trails can help with understanding what areas need to be
addressed when starting the process to develop a new trail.

None of these rails-to-trails would have been successful if not for citizen
involvement. These rails-to-trails have been supported by bicyclists, naturalists,
equestrians, joggers, local businesses, local, state, and federal politicians and the
US Supreme Court. Local citizen involvement is repeatedly indicated as the major
reason these nine trails were built (Nevel and Harnik, 1990). The major
impediment to the successful building of a rails-to-trail has been the strong public
distrust of the trail system and the perceived problems that come with trail

development.
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In the State of Michigan the legal framework for rails-to-trails is covered
by a variety of laws and acts which are described by the Interstate Commerce
Commission, State Transportation Preservation Act, Michigan Trailways Act and

the Federal Trail System Act (Michigan Statewide Trails Initiative, 1992).
¢ Interstate Commerce Commission Laws and Regulations.

“The Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) regulates railroad operations
across the nation. ICC procedures govern the roles and actions of all involved
in the rail abandonment process, including public agencies and organizations
interested in possible conversion of corridors to public recreation use”
(Michigan Statewide Trails Initiative, 1992).

¢ State Transportation Preservation Act.

“A section of the State Transportation Preservation Act (Act 295, 1976) had a
direct impact on rails-to-trails efforts. This act requires railroad companies,
when selling an inactive railroad right-of-way in Michigan, to offer it on
reasonable terms first to the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT)
and second to the Department of Natural Resources (DNR). MDOT’s interest
in acquisition is in the potential for continued or future railroad or other
transportation use. The DNR’s interest in acquisition is based on the
recreation potential of the corridor. The Act also requires MDOT to offer
inactive right-of-ways it owns to the DNR” (Michigan Statewide Trails

Initiative, 1992).



POTENTIAL MICHIGAN TRAILWAYS

NAME/IDENTITY OF TRAILWAY (PROPOSED) MANAGER
Trailways Complete
Hart-Montague Trail St.Pk.*
Kal-Haven Trail St.Pk.*
Kent Trails
Mackinac Island--main roads

1 DNR Parks & Rec.
2

3

4

5 Macomb County Bike Path

6

7

8

9

DNR Parks & Rec.
Kent Co.

State Park & village
Local gov.\agencies
P.C. Trailways Comm.
County\City of Midland
City of Traverse City
West Bloomfield Twp.

Paint Creek Trail

Pere Marq. Rail-Trl.of Mid-Mi.
Traverse Area Rec. Trail
West Bloomfield Rail-Trail

TRAILWAY MILEAGE COMPLETE

Trailways Under Development
10 Fred Meijer Heartland Trail
11 Huron Valley Trail Phase |
12 lonia-Lyons Trail
13 Jackson trailway
14 Lakelands Trail State Park
15 Leelanau Trail
16 Muskegon Lakeshore Trail
17  Ottawa-Muskegon Trail
18 Pere Marquette State Trail
19  Riverside Trail
20 Van Buren Trail State Park
21  White Pine Trail State Park

Local commission
Loc.gov.\agen.,DNR P&R
City of lonia\DNR

City of Jackson

DNR Parks & Rec.
Private org.

City of Muskegon
Ott\Musk.Co,City

City of Grand Rapids
DNR Parks & Rec.
DNR Parks & Rec.

TRAILWAY MILEAGE UNDER DEVELOPMENT

Corridors Acquired
22  Bill Nicholls Trail®
23 Chatham Trail®
24  Hancock-Calumet Trail®
25 Mackinaw City-Alanson DNR FM, local gov.
26  Mackinaw City-Hawks DNR FM,Mac.lsl.,local
27  Manistee-Traverse(segmnts)® DNR FM, local gov.
28 Pere Marq.Trl.-Isabella Co. Local gov.
29 Sidnaw-Bergland® DNR Forest Mgmt.
30 Soo-Strongs® DNR Forest Mgmt.
31 Thornapple Trail Private org. & local gov.

DNR Forest Mgmt.
DNR Forest Mgmt.
DNR Forest Mgmt.

CORRIDOR MILEAGE ACQUIRED

Current Acquisition Opportunities
32 Betsie Valley Trail
33 Blossomland River Trail
34 Cheboygan-Gaylord
35 Falling Waters Trail
36  Ott.-Musk. Trl.--Musk.link
37 Petoskey-Alanson
38 Polly-Ann Trail
39 Saginaw Valley Trail
40 Wadhams-Avoca Rail-Trail

Local comm., DNR FM
Local govicommission
DNR FM, local gov.
Jackson Co.

City\Co. of Muskegon
Loc.,DNR FM\P&R
Local govicommission
Saginaw Co.

St. Clair Co.

MILEAGE: CURRENT ACQUISITION OPPORTUNITIES
Corridors Under Consideration (not on map)
lonia-Owosso Local govi\commission
Kalamazoo Riv.Valley Triway Local govicommission
Lyons-Eagle Local gov\commission
Oakland Co. Trailways DNR P&R; local gov
CORRIDOR MILEAGE UNDER CONSIDERATION

GRAND TOTAL MILEAGE

Aquisition expected to be finalized soon

DNR For.Mgmt.\local gov.

LENGTH (MILES)
TOTAL SURFACED

1051

142

Designated as Michigan Trailway by Natural Resources Commission in 1996
There are thousands of miles of trails in Upper Peninsula. These five trails may have greatest potential to be improved
for multiple uses and designated as Michigan Trailways.

INVOLVED LOCAL
ORGANIZATIONS

Oceana-Muskegon Trlwys Com
Friends of the Kal-Haven Trl,

P.C. Trailways Comm.
Friends of the P.M. Rail-Trl.
Friends of TART

Friends of F.M.Heartland Trl.

W.0akl.Co.Rd.& Bike Path Dev.

lonia-Grand Ledge Trail Group
Jackson Rec.Trls.Coalition

Leelanau Trails Association

Friends of the Ottawa-Musk.Trl.

Various

Various

Top of Michigan Trails Council
Top of Michigan Trails Council

Clare-Coleman RTT Committee

Thornapple Trail Association

Friends of the Betsie Valley Trl.
Blossomland Trail Association
Top of Michigan Trails Council
Falling Waters Trail Association
Friends of the Ottawa-Musk.Trl.
Top of Michigan Trails Council
Friends of the Polly-Ann Trail

K’zoo R.Valley Trlway Partners
lonia-Grand Ledge Trail Group
Various

Local partnerships will be needed.
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¢ Michigan Trailways Act.

“The Michigan Trailways Act (Act of 1993) gives the DNR and other trail

managing agencies a strong incentive to address local concerns. The act

allows the Natural Resources Commission to designate long-distance multi-use

trails as ‘Michigan Trailways’ (Figure 3.1). A trail receiving this designation

will be publicized as part of the trailway system and be eligible for trailways

funding. For a trail to receive the designation, the DNR or other managing

agency must ensure that local concerns have been addressed. Specific

provisions of the act include:

Potential negative impacts of trailway development on owners or
residents of adjacent property must be minimized through...adequate
enforcement of trailway rules and regulations; continuation of access
for trailway crossings for agricultural and other purposes; construction
and maintenance of fencing, where necessary, by the owner or operator
of the trailway; and any other means.

Where feasible, the trailway must offer adequate support facilities for
the public--including parking, sanitary facilities, and emergency
telephones--at reasonable frequency along the trailway, that are
accessible to people with disabilities.

A public hearing must be held in the vicinity of the proposed Michigan

Trailway to gather public opinion on the designation, including what
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uses will be allowed on the trail. Local units of government must be
consulted in establishing uses to be permitted on the trail.

e A Michigan Trailway may be temporarily closed by the entity oper;ting
the trailway to allow pesticide application on lands adjoining the
trailway'”.

Authorizing Legislation

In 1993, the Michigan senate passed legislation that authorized the
formation of a Michigan trailways system. The Public Acts of 1993 that deal
directly with trailway designation are Act No. 27 (recodified in 1994 by PA 1994
Act 451 Part 721), Act No. 26 (recodified in 1994 by PA 1994 Act 451 Part 733)
and Act No. 28 which were approved by the Governor on April 20, 1993. PA
1994 Act 451 Part 721 establishes the Michigan trailways designation process. PA
1994 Act No. 451 Part 733 deals with the liability that an adjacent landowner will
or will not experience while living next to the trailway. Act No. 28 is a necessary
change to the transportation Act No. 295 of the Public Acts of 1976. Acts 26 and
27 were recodified in 1994 as amended to Part 733 and 721. A synopsis of these

acts follows:
PART 721-—Michigan Trailways®

Sec. 324.72102. “The legislature finds and declares that a statewide

system of trailways will provide enjoyment, health, and fitness; encourage

! Michigan Department of Natural Resources Brochure Trailway Impact on Local Citizens:
Questions and Responses. Revised January 1994.
% Appendix B; PA 1994 No. 451 Part 721.
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constructive leisure time activities; protect open space, cultural and historical
resources, and habitat for wildlife and plants; enhance the local and state
economies; link communities, parks and natural resources; create opportunities for
rural-urban exchange, agricultural education, and marketing of farm products; and
preserve corridors for possible future use for other public purposes. Therefore, the
planning, acquisition, development, operation, and maintenance of Michigan
trailways is in the best interest of the state and is declared to be a public purpose.”

PART 733—Landowner Liability’

“An ACT to amend section 1 of Act No. 201 of the Public Acts of 1953,
entitled as amended “An act restricting suites by persons coming upon the property
of another for certain purposes; and to declare the limited liability of owners of
property within this state. Sec. 1. (2) A cause of action shall not arise for injuries
to a person who is on the land of another without paying to the owner, tenant, or
lessee of the land a valuable consideration for the purpose of entering or exiting
from or using a Michigan trailway or other public trail, with or without permission,
against the owner, tenant, or lessee of the land unless the injuries were caused by
the gross negligence or willful and wanton misconduct of the owner, tenant, or
lessee. For purposed of this subsection, a Michigan trailway or public trail may be
located on land of any size including, but not limited to, urban, suburban,

subdivided, and rural land.”

3 Appendix B; PA 1994 No. 451 Part 733.
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Act 28—Transportation Preservation*

“An Act to amend section 10 of Act No. 295 of the Public Acts of 1976,
entitled as amended “An act to improve and maintain transportation services in this
state; to provide for the acquisition and use of funds, to provide for the acquisition
of certain railroad facilities and certain property; to provide for the disposition and
use of facilities and property acquired under this act; to provide for financial
assistance to certain private transportation services; to prescribe the powers and
duties of certain state departments and agencies; to provide for the transfer of
certain funds; to provide for the creation of a fund; and to provide for
appropriations,” as amended by Act No. 210 of the Public Acts of 1984, being
section 474.60 of the Michigan Compiled Laws. Section 10 (3) In preserving the
right-of-way for future rail use, the department may do one or more of the
following: (b) Transfer, for appropriate reimbursement, the right-of-way to the
Department of Natural Resources for use as a Michigan Trailways pursuant to the
Michigan Trailways act, if the deed includes restrictions on the use of the property
that assure that the property remains viable for future rail usage, and includes a
clause that provides that the Department of Natural Resources shall transfer, for
appropriate reimbursement, the right-of-way to the department, upon a
determination of the director of the State Transportation Department that the

right-of-way is needed for use as a railroad line.”

* Appendix B; Act No. 28 Public Acts of 1993.
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Requirements for Trail Designation

Sec. 324.72103 (1) “Upon petition’, by any person or on its own motion,

the commission may designate a trailway in the state as a “Michigan trailway”.

The petition or motion shall propose permitted uses of the trailway. The

commission shall not designate a trailway a Michigan trailway unless it meets, or

will meet when completed, all of the following requirements:

(a) The land on which the trailway is located is owned by the state or a
governmental agency, or otherwise is under the long-term control of the state
or a governmental agency through a lease, easement, or other arrangement. If
the land is owned by a governmental agency, the commission shall obtain the
consent of the governmental agency before designating of the land as part of a
Michigan trailways.

(b) The design and maintenance of the trailway and its related facilities meet
generally accepted standards of public safety.

(c) The trailway meets appropriate standards for its designated recreation
uses.

(d) The trailway is available for designated recreation uses on a
nondiscriminatory basis.

(e) The trailway is a multi-use trail suitable for use by pedestrians, by people

with disabilities, and by other users, as appropriate.

Appendix B; Letter to Philip Wells from William Gibson requesting trailway designation.
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(f) The trailway is, or has potential to be, a segment of a statewide network of
trailways, or it attracts a substantial share of its users from beyond the local
areas.
(g) The trailway is marked with an official Michigan trailway sign and logo at
major access points.
(h) The trailway is not directly attached to a roadway, except at roadway
crossings.
(i) Where feasible, the trailway offers adequate support facilities for the public,
including parking, sanitary facilities, and emergency telephones, that are
accessible to people with disabilities and are at reasonable frequency along the
trailway.
(j) Potential negative impacts of trailway development on owners or residents
of adjacent property are minimized through all of the following:
e (i) Adequate enforcement of trailway rules and regulaﬁons.
e (ii) Continuation of access for trailway crossings for agricultural and
other purposes.
e (iii) Construction and maintenance of fencing, where necessary, by the
owner or operator of the trailway.
e (iv) Other means as considered appropriate by the commission.

(k) Other conditions required by the commission.

(2) The commission shall not designate a trailway a Michigan trailway under

subsection (1) unless a public hearing has been held in the vicinity of the proposed
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Michigan trailway to take testimony and gather public opinion on the proposed
designation including, but not limited to, the proposed used of the trailway and
whether or not motorized uses are appropriate for the trailway. The public hearing
shall be held at a location and at a time calculated to attract a fair representation of
opinions on the designation. A transcript or a summary of the testimony at the
public hearing shall be forwarded to the commission.
(3) At the time a Michigan trailway is designated under subsection (1), the
commission shall, in consultation with governmental agencies in which the trailway
is located, establish uses to be permitted on the trailway. In establishing permitted
uses, the commission shall consider all of the following:
e (a) The safety and enjoyment of trailway users.
e (b) Impacts on residents, landowners and businesses adjacent to the trailway.
e (c) Applicable local ordinances.”
Process for Designation

What really happens? The process for getting an existing trailway
designated begins when a person, an organization such as a Friends group or the
Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) requests that an existing
trailway be designated a Michigan trailway. Generally, the MDNR can request
that a state owned trailway be designated, but it is important that locally owned
trails request designation. This can be done through a multitude of ways. It can be

done by phone or letter®, but is not restricted to these methods and the process for

¢ Appendix B; Letter to Philip Wells from William Gibson requesting trailways designation.
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designating a trailway a Michigan trailway is an ongoing cooperative process
between multiple entities. Trailway designation requires involvement.

After a request has been made, the MDNR Recreation and Trails Section
will begin the evaluation process by having s staff evaluator visit the trailway and
conduct a determination of the fitness of the trailway for designation. Meetings
with the local trailway manager will be made to explain how the determination
process works. After this meeting, an assessment of the trailway will be done
using a determination assessment form’. The determination assessment form is an
extensive evaluation tool that describes what an evaluator must look for on the
trailway and explains why it is important to look at this part of the trailway. After
careful consideration and if the trailway meets all of the requirements, the staff
evaluator will make a recommendation.

It is likely that a trailway will be recommended and probable that the
trailway will be recommended with some modifications to the trailway. An
example would be some additional fencing, repairs to some parts of the trailway
due to erosion or additional signage. Because a trailway does not meet all of the
requirements at the time of assessment does not mean the trailway will not be
recommended. Designation may require that certain changes and improvements be
made through time by trailway management. An agreement by trailway
management to meet needed improvements would become part of the designation

agreement. This should be viewed as part of the designation process and normal

" Appendix B; Staff Determination of Eligibility for Michigan Trailways Designation.
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to any trailway designation. And, if the requirements for designation are not met,
trailway designation can be removed.

After a trailway has been recommended for eligibility by MDNR staff, a
public meeting must be held and shall be held in an area close to the trailway
seeking designation. These public meetings are required by statute and are
considered necessary to the determination process. Public meetings give access to
local citizens in the determination process and give adjacent landowners the
opportunity to express concerns about the designation®.

Once public meetings have been held and concerns of the local citizens
have been addressed, a Michigan Trailway Designation Agreement’ will be drafted
with mutual coordination between the State Trails Coordinator and trailway
management. Trailway management will agree to secure funding and design
assistance to carry out trailway improvements as described in the agreement.
Trailway management will agree to meet, on a continuing basis, the requirements
of Sec. 4 (1) and 8 of the Michigan Trailways Act. This agreement will also
recommend to the Natural Resources Commission that trailway designation be
made. As part of this recommendation, it will be noted how the trailway will be
used. Finally, the Natural Resources Commission will approve the

recommendation.

¥ Appendix B; MDNR announcement of public hearings for Hart-Montague and Kal-Haven
Trailways.
° Appendix B; Michigan Trailways Designation Agreement for Kal-Haven Trail.
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Benefits

Is there a benefit to a trailway if it is declared by the state to be a Michigan
Trailway? One of the first benefits of being designated a Michigan trailway, is that
designation is a specific measure of success. After carefully analyzing the trailway
designation requirements, a trail is deemed safe and suitable for public use. It
meets with the requirements that it have a variety of recreational and ecological
considerations in place at the time of designation.

Although separate state and local actions to develop individual trailways
have great public benefit, creating a statewide system of designated Michigan
trailways would have a number of additional benefits. These include:

e “Encouraging the development of an interconnected network of trailways.

e Allowing for consistent identification of trails that cross jurisdictional
boundaries.

e Assuring that the segments of the statewide system are developed to consistent
standards, and helping to standardize rules and fees for trailway use.

e Creation of the Michigan Trailway system would give the “product” a clear
identity to residents and visitors (like “Holiday Inn™): they would know that
any trail with the Michigan Trailway designation is a broad trail with gentle
grades, usually separate from roadways, with adequate support facilities, and
with a surface suitable for multiple uses; standard language because most
agencies would use a variety of terms for various kinds of trails, which would

tend to confuse the public.
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Facilitating clear understanding of the network concept in the minds of the
public.

Without the concept of Michigan Trailway designation, it would still be
possible to develop a publication with maps and other information on trailways
in Michigan; but the Michigan Trailway designation would give the public a
clear focus and would highlight the concept of an integrated network. this
would help in building public support and recognition.

Giving agencies and local units an incentive to develop high-quality trailways,
i.e., those that meet Michigan Trailway standards.

The possibility of Michigan Trailway designation would provide incentives
including publicity in statewide publications and possible funding assistance
Providing a mechanism for trailway funding and user fees.

Designation as a Michigan Trailway would make a trail eligible for funding
from the proposed Michigan Trailway Trust Fund. This proposed fund would
derive revenue from a variety of sources, and money from the refund would be
apportioned to the various agencies managing Michigan Trailways. One
revenue source may be a Michigan Trailway annual pass. The pass could be
used on Michigan Trailways in lieu of other fees that might be charged for use
of a particular trail. The annual pass approach would reduce administrative
costs for managing agencies, prevent public confusion over fee requirements,

and make it easier for trail users to contribute to trailway upkeep.”
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Current Michigan Trailways Designations
The Hart-Montague Bicycle Trail State Park'® and Kal-Haven

Sesquicentennial Trail State Park'' were considered together for Michigan

Trailways designation. The following is a brief history of the designation process

for these two trailways and should be considered a good example of the

designation process. Please note that each trailway is unique and that no two trail
designations will be like any other'?.

e Early 1994---Proposal for First Round of Michigan Trailway Designation---
inter-office memo from Phil Wells to Hector éhiunti---not dated or signed.

e May 27, 1994---Staff Determination of Eligibility for Michigan Trailway
Designation for Kal-Haven trail. Signed by State Trails Coordinator Hector
Chiunti on September 15, 1995.

e October 25, 1994---Staff Determination of Eligibility for Michigan Trailway
Designation for Hart-Montague trail. Signed by State Trails coordinator
Hector Chiunti on September 15, 1995.

e March 9, 1995—-Interoffice Communication from Philip Wells (Trailways
Program Leader) to Hector Chiunti (Section Leader, Recreation and Trails
Section). Proposed process for Michigan Trailway Designation using Hart-

Montague as a “trial-run”.

19 Appendix B; Michigan Trailways Designation Agreement for Hart-Montague Bicycle Trail
State Park between State Trails Coordinator and MDNR Parks and Recreation Division. 9-18-95.
" Appendix B; Memorandum to the Natural Resources Commission. Subject: Designation of
Hart-Montague and Kal-Haven Trails as Michigan Trailways. Resubmitted 12-11-95.

12 Appendix B; Letters in chronological order on Michigan Trailways approval for Kal-Haven
and Hart-Montague Trail.
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April 25, 1995---Interoffice communication from Hector Chiunti (State Trails
Coordinator, Forest Management Division) to O.J. Scherschlight (Chief, Parks
and Recreation Division). Proposed process for first set of Michigan Trailv;ay
Designations using Hart-Montague and Kal-Haven trails. Other trails were to
be considered, but were later dropped.

September 14, 1995---Interoffice communication from Philip Wells to Hector
Chiunti. Letter addresses continuing problems with pesticide use next to
trailways, but recommends that the designation agreements on Hart-Montague
and Kal-Haven proceed. A proposed schedule is listed.

September 18, 1995---Michigan Trailway Designation Agreement for Hart-
Montague Bicycle Trail State Park between State Trails Coordinator and DNR
Parks and Recreation Division.

September 18, 1995---Michigan Trailway Designation Agreement for Kal-
Haven Trail Sesquicentennial State Park between State Trails Coordinator and
DNR Parks and Recreation Division.

October 19, 1995---DNR NEWS---Media Release---DNR Hosting Public
Hearings on Michigan Trailway Designations.

October 20, 1995---DNR Department Calendar---November 1 meetings in
area on trailway designation.

November 9, 1995 Resubmitted: December 11, 1995---Memorandum to the
Natural Resources Commission---Designation of Hart-Montague and Kal-

Haven Trails as Michigan Trailways from O. J. Scherschlight (Chief Parks and
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Recreation Division), Gerald J. Thiede (Chief Forest Management Division),
Hector Chiunti (State Trails coordinator Forest Management Division), C.
Edwin Meadows, Jr. (Deputy Director) and Michael D. Moore (Director,
December 13, 1995).

e December 6-7, 1995---Agenda for Natural Resources Commission.

e January 11, 1996---Michigan Natural Resources Commission Approval of
designation. Stamped on top right of November 9, 1995, Memorandum to the
Natural Resources Commission.

Future Michigan Trailways Consideration

On July 30, 1996, William C. Gibson requested that the Pere Marquette
Rail-Trail of Mid-Michigan be designated a Michigan Trailway. This process had
been started when Philip Wells of the MDNR suggested that Mr. Gibson request
trailway designation. The designation process has begun. The Pere Marquette
Rail-Trail of Mid-Michigan is locally owned and managed by Midland County. It
will become the first Michigan trailway that is not managed by the MDNR or
managed as a state park. Being owned by the state of Michigan is not a
prerequisite for trailway designation and shows how effective the management of
the Pere Marquette Rail-Trail has been. Additionally, the Paint Creek Trail, the
White Pines Trail, the Polly Ann Trail and LakeLands Trail will be recommended

for trailways status.
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Lansing River Trail

In 1993 Mayor James A. Crawford requested that the Lansing River Trail
be designated a Michigan trailway'’. The MDNR responded that the “Lansing
River Trail is an outstanding asset to the Lansing area” and that this “proposal will
receive prompt and careful consideration.” After discussion between the MDNR
and the Mayor’s office it was decided not to designate this trail as a Michigan
trailway.

In an interview with Philip Wells of the MDNR, he noted that the Lansing
River Trail does not meet with two of the criteria set by the enabling legislation
that would allow a trail to be designated a Michigan trailway. Section 72103 (1) (f)
states “the trailway is, or has potential to be, a segment of a statewide network of
trailways, or it attracts a substantial share of its users from beyond the local area.”
At this time, the Lansing River Trail does not appear to be drawing users from
outside the Lansing area and the Lansing River Trail does not have the potential to
link with the statewide trailway system. Section 72103 (1) (i) states “where
feasible, the trailway offers adequate support facilities for the public, including
parking, sanitary facilities, and emergency telephones, that are accessible to people
with disabilities and are at reasonable frequency along the trailway.” The Lansing
River Trail relies on local users with knowledge of the facilities along the trail or

their facilities at home. Additionally, no emergency telephones are located on the

3 Appendix B; Letters on Lansing River Trail designation.
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trailway. No letters exist that have addressed these issues with the City of
Lansing. At least there are no copies available for this report.

Additionally, Mr. Wells noted that ultimately the Lansing River Trail will
probably be considered for designation. The state trailway system will continue to
develop and the Lansing River Trail will provide access to the interior of the city.
It will also provide access to other trails in the state system and could become an
important access point to the center of the Michigan trailways system.
Additionally, the Lansing River Trail has strong local support and this alone could

convince the MDNR to proceed with Michigan trailway status.
¢ Federal Trail System Act.

“The passage of the Federal Trails System Act provided trail advocates with an
opportunity to preserve rail corridors through “railbanking.” This approach
avoids actual abandonment and thus the problem of reversionary property
rights. Specifically, Section 8 (d) of that law provides that a rail corridor can
be designated for ‘interim trail use.” The use of the corridor is transferred to
the entity intending to manage it for recreation. The concept of railbanking is
the railroad rights-of-way have an inherent potential to be used as a railroad or
for other transportation purposes sometime in the future. For this reason they
are to be considered a national asset worth preserving. In the fall of 1989, the
US Supreme Court upheld the railbanking concept. The court’s decision may
have positive implications for rail-trails in Michigan. The DNR has begun to

pursue railbanking of rail lines when railroads propose abandoning rail service.
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Railbanking does not apply to past abandonments” (Michigan Statewide Trails

Initiative, 1992).
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Description

Rails-to-trails in Michigan are hybrid greenways that encompass a mixture
of characteristics of greenways. Recreational greenways, ecologically significant
natural corridors, scenic and historic routes and a comprehensive greenway system
or networks describes some of the rails-to-trails in Michigan (Figure 4.1, Michgan
Counties). The Pere Marquette Rail-Trail of Mid-Michigan is a rails-to-trail and is
used primarily as a recreational greenway. It is 27 miles long, running from
Midland to Clare, and is jointly owned and managed by Midland County (Figure
4.2, Midland County) and the City of Midland. This trail is paved with asphalt on
its whole length and is described by the Department of Natural Resources as the
cadillac of Michigan trails.

“The park is situated on the abandoned CSX Railroad property (originally
the Pere Marquette Railroad). The park parallels Saginaw Road (Old U.S. 10) for
almost the entire distance as it passes through a variety of landscapes, over rivers
and streams, beside existing parks and through small communities. The trail itself
is designated for year-round non-motorized recreation and alternative
transportation. The park, which totals about 400 acres, includes the 100 foot
minimum width right-of-way for most of its length, widths of 200 feet to 300 feet
in Sanford and Coleman, and a few parcels of varying size which are contiguous
with the right-of-way” (Master Plan, 1992).

Additionally, the Friends of the Pere Marquette Rail-Trail have now

established a home page on the Internet (http://users.mdn.net/formrt/midland.htm)
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