Trails in a Statewide Context Committee

June 15, 10 a.m. Conference Call

PARTICIPANTS

Present:

Anna Marie Bauer for Jim Radabaugh

Gerry Harsch

Jamie Kryscynski

Dave Lemberg

Bryan Armstrong for Amber Thelen

Peter Pollack

Nancy Krupiarz
Connie Morrison

Michelle Myers

Absent:

Lyle Bialk
Sam Lovall

Josh DeBruyn

Cindy Krupp

NOTES
· Shared the purpose & vision of the Partnership

Planning Team Purpose

To identify and address key issues that impede progress on developing a statewide multi-use trail system for Michigan by developing specific goals, actions, and recommendations that support an interconnected state trail system.

Planning Team Vision

Provide an opportunity and mechanism for trail planners, builders and advocates to plan for and improve Michigan’s interconnected state trail system.

· Reviewed the process map, the operating guidelines, ground rules, roles & responsibilities 

· Re-visited the draft issue statement (Redraft and send by email to wordsmith)
What is it that we can’t do because we don’t have a statewide trail plan?

Possible Draft Issue Statement

· Michigan lacks a consistent vehicle for allocating trail resources, fostering communication/cooperation among stakeholders, and providing an interconnected statewide network of trails.  The lack of such a mechanism results in misalignment and inefficiencies in funding, missed opportunities, less public involvement, and less cohesive trail thinking across state departments and stakeholders which results in fragmented information to funders, trail groups, and the public at large.

Michigan needs a statewide trail plan that:

· Establishes priorities for trail funding by benefit

· Recognizes both recreational and transportation purposes

· Prioritizes corridors on a regional basis

· Facilitates cooperation within corridors and between networks

· Connects opportunities

· Is inclusive of all types of trails (bikes, hikers, water, horse)

· Recognizes variations in use and impact throughout the state

· Makes trail experience accessible to all citizens

· Helps trail funders make informed investment decisions

· To build partnerships and grow grass roots support for trail advocacy and -development

· Maximizes education, fitness, and economic impacts

· Balances environmental concerns, property rights, and other concerns

Issues:

· Misalignment of funding; Consistent vehicle for all state resources

· Prioritization; Coordinated statewide strategy

· Missing opportunities

· Multi-jurisdictional cooperation between locals/regional/state departments

· Trail maintenance

· Communication – intentional public involvement

· Cohesive trail thinking across state departments and trail stakeholders

· Agreed on the scope and scale of the issue

1) Should our plan be limited to Trailways?  
After lengthy discussion, the group consensus at this point in the process is “No, our plan should not be limited to trailways.”
An example was given regarding the state map.  The state map provides the big picture, while the regional and local maps provide additional details.  This format could be used in concept for the State Trails Plan.
Sec. 72103. (1) Upon petition by any person or on its own motion, the commission may designate a trailway in this state as a “Michigan trailway”. The petition or motion shall propose permitted uses of the trailway. The commission shall not designate a trailway as 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 the land as part of a Michigan trailway. (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 multiuse trail suitable for use by pedestrians, by people with disabilities, and by other users, as appropriate. (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 area. (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: (i) Adequate enforcement of trailway rules and regulations. (ii) Continuation of access for trailway crossings for agricultural and other purposes.

(iii) Construction and maintenance of fencing, where necessary, by the owner or operator of the trailway. (iv) Other means as considered appropriate by the commission. (k) Other conditions required by the commission. 
2) Will the scope and scale help address the issue statement?  
The group answered this question as “probably”.   A more definitive answer will be obtained as the group delves further into the process.
3)  Other State’s Plans:

Trails for Ohioans:  A Plan for the Future; April 2005
Link:  http://www.ohiodnr.com/trailsplan/default.htm
The plan serves as a comprehensive source of information on recreational trail participation in the state with suggestions to enhance these activities.  The plan identifies statewide issues impacting trails, recommends strategies for addressing these issues, and sets criteria for future recreation trails in the state.  For planning and identification purposes, trail corridors have been further categorized into five classifications:  national, state, regional, countywide, and community based trails.

Arizona Trails 2005; State Motorized and Nonmotorized Trails Plan
Link:  http://www.azparks.gov/partnerships/trails/statetrails.html

The purpose of this plan is to provide information and recommendations to guide Arizona State Parks and other agencies in Arizona in their management of motorized and nonmotorized trails resources.  When the word “trail” is used in this plan, it refers to recreational trails and/or roads used by motorized and nonmotorized trail users.

California Recreational Trails Plan; June 2002
Link:  http://www.parks.ca.gov/pages/1324/files/trails%20plan%20final%203%206.5.pmd.pdf

This plan serves as a guide for creating a trail system for California’s ever-growing and diverse population – a trails system that meets the needs of the state’s disparate recreational users and our growing overall-transportation needs, while protecting our state’s vital natural and cultural resources.  Phase One of this plan is general in scope, identifying only today’s ideal goals for specific aspects of the statewide trails plan.  Phase Two will provide more detailed planning actions, base on the Goals and Action Guidelines in Phase One.
Expanding the Experience; The  2002 South Carolina State Trails Plan
Link:  http://www.sctrails.net/Trails/TRAILSPROGRAM/About%20Trails%20Program/StateTrailsPlanBook.pdf

The obvious reasons for this plan include legal and administrative requirements, resource identification and public input.  But this plan has greater scope and purpose.  This includes:  1) Call for an expanded vision for South Carolina in the field of trail development.  2) Establishes priorities.  3) Marketing tool for everyone in the hospitality and recreation business.
· Suggested possible experts & information resources (and ask for individuals to line up those resources)

Minnesota Parks and Trails - addresses state trail plan/legislative agenda
Iowa DOT (Mark Ackleson?)
South Carolina - 
Hector Chiunti- Trail History
Dan Burden - Connie will check to see if his Walkable Community audits coincide with our next meeting.
Bob Wilson - Senate Maj. Policy Office - Trail Act
Florida Office of Trails and Greenways -
· Scheduled future meetings
· July 27 from 10 a.m. – 2 p.m.
Location:

MDOT Secondary Center (Horatio S. Earle Learning Center)

Lake Erie Room

7575 Crowner Drive, Lansing, MI  48909

Map Attached
· September 7 at 10 a.m. – Conference Call

