











Gaines Charter Township — Nonmotorized Transportation Plan

THE IMPLEMENTATION

Implementation of the NMTP is considered a long-term process, with an expected timeframe of
25 years or more. However, unforeseen events or opportunities may shorten this timeframe and
allow the Township to more aggressively pursue completion of the plan. Therefore, this section
outlines important design and policy recommendations, as well as potential sources of funding.

DESIGN AND POLICY

The following design and policy strategies should be considered during the implementation of the
NMTP. These strategies are based on the Vision Statement and the Phasing Plan designed
through the planning and public input processes.

Sidewalks - See the Phasing Plan for specific locations. The current Township sidewalk standard
width is a 5 feet. This is a standard requirement of sidewalk design by the KCRC. Because bicycle
traffic should be funneled primarily towards shared-use paths and designated bicycle routes, it is
recommended that the 5 foot standard remain. However, is it recommended that the “Sidewalk
Ordinance” be reviewed and updated, specifically the section dealing with when sidewalk
construction is required and the section dealing with payment in lieu of required sidewalks. Both
sections should be rewritten for clarity and more specific standards of review. In addition, the
policies for the removal of obstructions and repair of sidewalk should be clarified, especially those
related to snow removal and the 2-inch liability rule currently being reviewed by the state
legislature through Senate Bill 1475 of 2010.

Shared-Use Path - Numerous shared-use paths are recommended throughout the Township.
Shared-use paths should be designed to the KRCR standard of 10 feet in width.
See the Phasing Plan for specific locations.

Bicycles — Although the Township should not deter bicyclists from using the sidewalks, it should
also not proactively encourage their use. Instead, proper bicycle facilities should be implemented
—shared use paths, paved shoulders, and signed/stripped bike routes. The Phasing Plan does not
identify any specific locations for signed bicycle routes. Such facilities should be considered
where lane conversions occur.

Lane Conversion - Using the existing roadway section, a road may be converted from four to three
lanes. This was recently done in two locations in the Township; 68" Street through Dutton and
Eastern Avenue between 60" Street and 68" Street. When roads are being repaved or rebuilt, a
lane conversion should be considered, including signed bicycle routes. This will require
cooperation between the Township and the KCRC.

Mid-Block Crossing — Similar to the mid-block crossing at Eastern Avenue and the M-6 Trail, mid-
block crossings should be considered where shared use paths cross primary arterial streets or
other high-traffic locations. Specific locations where mid-block crossings may be appropriate
include the Steven’s Points/Cook’s Crossing Trail at Eastern Avenue and at 84" Street where a
future shared use path will connect Prairie Wolf Park and Cody's Mill Park. This will require
cooperation between the Township and the KCRC.
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Public Easements - It is recommended that when the Township or other public agency seeks
easements for public use such as utilities, a provision should be included to allow for recreational
use or future trail construction within that easement.

Private Developments/Easements — Private easements may be required to complete sidewalk
projects along certain stretches of public roadways. The Township should identify these locations
and based on the timeline of the Phasing Plan, proactively engage private property owners
regarding the need for an easement. For shared use paths, the Township should continue to
require and incentivize the development of shared use paths through the Master Plan and Zoning
Ordinance. The current incentives contained in the Zoning Ordinance should be reviewed for
clarity and new ways to spur private development. The Township should work with developers
and property owners to secure private easements for when shared-use paths are not on public
land.

Design Criteria — All nonmotorized facilities should meet ADA (barrier free) standards, AASHTO
(design) standards. In addition, the following design-related issues should be considered:

e Shared-Use Path Material — Although the township would prefer asphalt shared-use paths,
there are applications, like less frequently used trails in woods, in which gravel and wood
chips are acceptable. The choice of materials must be based upon the site, user groups
and the frequency of use. A gravel or wood chip trail may also be considered as a
temporary surface until funding for asphalt is available.

e Screening - Itis recommended that there be adequate setbacks and generous screening or
buffers between the shared use paths and adjacent property owners. Landscaping is a
natural means of buffering. Fencing may be appropriate to help create privacy and to
keep users on the public portion of the path.

e Lighting - Lighting is not recommended for the majority of the trail, but can be beneficial
in areas of high use or security concerns. The need for lighting usually occurs in densely
populated areas where use is promoted after dark, such as near downtown centers, retail
areas, and other popular destinations.

e Trail Heads and Access Control — County maintained staging areas are proposed at Paris
Park for the Paul Henry Thornapple Trail and in Phase Il of the Fred Meijer M-6 Trail. No
other trail heads/staging areas are planned in the NMTP. However, the Township Hall
property/Prairie Wolf Park may be a consideration for a staging area as the nonmotorized
transportation system develops over time. Barriers, gates and signage should be used to
deter motor vehicles from entering trails. In addition, signage should be posted along
primary points of the trail system informing users of their location and the rules of the trail.

Other Public Agencies/Communities — The Township should communicate with and utilize the
expertise of other agencies and neighboring communities during the design, development, and
management of the nonmotorized transportation system. The timing and exact connection points
should be agreed upon so connectivity will happen between communities. Two important areas
are a link with Byron Township through Brewer Park and future connections with communities in
southeast Kent County.
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Maintenance Program — As the nonmotorized transportation system is developed over time, it will
become increasingly important that the system is well maintained. Although local ordinances
require that property owners maintain sidewalks adjacent to their property, the Township will
need to begin evaluating the long-term maintenance costs of a public trail system. Currently, the
majority of shared-use paths in the Township are owned and maintained by the Kent County Parks
system. As Township-owned facilities are added, there may be cost saving opportunities with the
County or other municipalities.

Mixed Use and Transit Oriented Development

The concept of mixed-use zoning is to enable development that combines different land use types
(such as residential and commercial) into a pre-defined area. The variety of uses can allow shorter
trips to be made by individuals, thus decreasing automobile demand. These developments or
areas can vary in size—from a single parcel to an entire neighborhood—and in how they
accommodate pedestrian and bicycle travel. The Master Plan and Zoning Ordinance should
encourage this type of development.

Complete Streets Policies

In August of 2010, the Governor signed into law HB 6151 and HB 6152, collectively known as the
“Complete Streets legislation”. Complete Streets is a concept that applies to road project
planning, where consideration is given to all legal users of road during the planning and design
phases. This is a national movement, with numerous states, local governments, and even the U.S.
Department of Transportation espousing these ideals for transportation projects.

The new legislation does not mandate any local road agency adopt a Complete Streets policy or
spend any additional dollars for non-motorized facilities. While adoption of a Complete Streets
policy is purely optional for local governments, the changes in the law have the potential to
benefit every community.

The Township should review the Complete Streets legislation for its implication related to Act 51
funding and changes made to the Planning Enabling Act. In addition, consideration should be
given to the adoption of a Township Complete Streets policy.

Development Density

The density of residential and employment development greatly influences pedestrian and bicycle
travel. Generally, the higher the density of development, the shorter the distance individuals must
travel for certain types of trips. This in turn increases the attractiveness of making trips by walking
or bicycling. The Master Plan and Zoning Ordinance should encourage higher density
development in appropriate areas of the Township.
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POTENTIAL FUDING SOURCES

As noted in the preliminary cost analysis, completion of the NMTP over the course of the next 25+
years is a multi-million dollar investment, including ongoing maintenance costs, especially for
shared use paths. The Phasing Plan itself was prepared with the understanding that funding for
both construction and maintenance was an unknown, especially over a proposed 25-year timeline.
Following is a summary of the primary sources of funding available to assist with implementation
of the NMTP. Local sources of funding are described first, followed by a description of potential
State and Federal funding sources. The funding sources have not been tied to specific objectives
due to the unpredictable nature of some of the revenue sources. In addition, the Township Board
will need to consider on a case-by-case basis whether a local match amount in excess of the
minimum requirements of a grant program should be provided in order to improve the ranking of
the grant application and the likelihood of a grant award.

General Fund Revenues

Local governments may use general fund revenues for the development, operation and
maintenance of nonmotorized facilities. Given the many competing needs for general fund
revenues, reliance on this source as the primary funding for parks and recreation can prove
unpredictable. However, many Michigan municipalities have obtained voter approval of a
dedicated millage for general park and recreation facilities and programs, or for specific facility

types.

Township Improvement Revolving Fund (TIRF)/Park and Trail Fund

The Township uses the TIRF for its major capital improvement projects, with the Park and Trail
Fund being used as a fund specific to trail improvements. Dollar amounts in these funds are
established as part of fiscal year budget preparations. Attempts to secure monies in these funds
should be made during the budget preparation process.

Dedicated Millage

A dedicated property tax millage is an increasingly used means of financing trail improvements.
Several communities in West Michigan have voter-approved levies ranging from 0.5 to 1 mill,
dedicated to use for trail improvements or specific types of recreation facilities. This type of
financing measure may merit consideration by the Township, especially in light of the many
competing interests for general fund revenues.

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)

The Community Development Department of Kent County administers the federal CDBG program
in all Kent County communities except Grand Rapids and Wyoming. Funds are distributed from
the federal government to the County on a formula basis. The formula considers extent of poverty,
population, housing overcrowding, age of housing, and population growth lag in relation to other
metropolitan areas.

The Community Development Department awards funding to local projects based on the
following requirements: 1) meets a need identified in an established action plan; 2) not less than
70% of funds must be used for activities that benefit low and moderate income persons; and 3)
the activity meets one of the CDBG national objectives (i.e., benefits low and moderate income
persons, prevention or elimination of slums or blight, or a particular urgency because existing
conditions pose a serious and immediate threat to the health or welfare of the community). The
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Township has used CDBG funds to facilitate the construction of sidewalk along 68" Street and the
Hammond Trail project.

Private Donations

Another important source of funds involves community fund-raising campaigns. Major employers,
foundations, neighborhood groups and local residents are potential sources of assistance,
especially if there is a specific project for which money is being requested.

Michigan Natural Resources Trust Fund

The Michigan Natural Resources Trust Fund (MNRTF) program receives revenue from oil, gas and
other mineral development on State-owned lands. A five-member board, appointed by the
Governor, administers the fund. The MDNR Grants Management Section provides staff support to
the MNRTF Board.

MNRTF grant applications must be submitted by April 1 for project developments and by August 1
for land acquisitions. Any individual, group, organization or unit of government may submit a land
acquisition proposal, but only units of government, including the State, can take title to and
manage the land. Units of government can submit development proposals for local grants and
must include a local match of at least 25 percent of the total project costs.

Land and Water Conservation Fund

The Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), created by the U.S. Congress in 1965, provides
Federal funds to buy land and develop facilities for outdoor recreation. However, the U.S.
Congress has not appropriated funding for this program for several years. The Grants
Management Section of the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) administers the
Michigan LWCF Program, through the same application and selection process used for the CMI-
Recreation Bond Program and the Michigan Natural Resources Trust Fund program.

Safe Routes To School Program (SR2S)

SR2S was enacted as part of the SAFETEA-LU in August of 2005. The statute authorizes $612
million nationwide for a 5-year period ending in September, 2009. Michigan’s allocation totals
$19 million, with 5 annual apportionments. The SR2S program is administrated by the Office of
Transportation Economic Development and Enhancement (TEDE) a division of the Michigan
Department of Transportation (MDOT).

Eligible recipients include state, local and regional agencies including nonprofit organizations.
SR2S is 100% federally funded and no matching funds are required. Infrastructure projects must
be in a 2-mile range of the school. In Michigan, a school-based planning process must be
completed as a prerequisite for funding.

Visit Michigan’s SR2S web site at www.saferoutesmichigan.org for information on the required
planning process and for the status of application guidance or contact Michigan’s SR2S Program
Coordinator, at (517) 335-3040.

SAFETEA-LU PROGRAMS

In 2005, the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for
Users (SAFETEA-LU) was signed into law. This legislation built upon the two landmark bills that
brought surface transportation into the 21* century—the Intermodal Surface Transportation
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Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) and the Transportation Equity Act for the 21° Century (TEA-21).
SAFETEA-LU provides funding for highways, safety, and public transportation. SAFETEA-LU was
recently extended through 2010; however, a long term reauthorization of SAFETEA-LU has not
been put into place. The following programs are those that are offered under the current
legislation. These may be discontinued, changed or new programs may be added:

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) — The CMAQ program provides a
flexible funding source to State and local governments for transportation projects and programs
to help meet the requirements of the Clean Air Act. Funding is available for areas that do not
meet the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (nonattainment areas) as well as former
nonattainment areas that are now in compliance (maintenance areas). The formula for
distribution of funds considers an area’s population by county and the severity of its ozone and
carbon monoxide problems within the nonattainment or maintenance area, with greater weight
given to areas that are both carbon monoxide and ozone nonattainment/maintenance areas.
CMAQ funds are applied through local planning agencies and administered through MDOT.

Recreational Trails — The Recreational Trails program provides funds to the States to develop and
maintain recreational trails and trail-related facilities for both nonmotorized and motorized
recreational trail uses. Funds are applied for and administered through MDOT.

Transportation Enhancements — The Transportation Enhancement (TE) program is a competitive
grant program that funds projects such as non-motorized paths, streetscapes and historic
preservation of transportation facilities that enhance Michigan’s intermodal transportation system
and improves the quality of life for Michigan citizens. ACT 51 agencies (cities, villages, counties)
include MDOT, MDNR, Native American Tribes and other Federal Agencies. Townships are not
eligible to apply for TE funds, although they are encouraged to work with their local County Road
Commission or MDOT Transportation Service Center for project development.

Transportation, Community, and System Preservation Program (TCSP) — The TCSP is intended to
address the relationships among transportation, community, and system preservation plans and
practices and identify private sector-based initiatives to improve those relationships. State and
local governments, metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), and tribal governments are
eligible.

OTHER FUNDING SOURCES

Grand Rapids Community Foundation

The Wege Foundation

Frey Foundation

Meijer Foundation

West Michigan Trails and Greenways Coalition
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No.
KENT COUNTY ROAD COMMISSION 505

Effective Date
01/01/00

POLICY Revised Date

11/25/09

Non-Motorized Facilities

Policy authored by

The Kent County Road Commission supports the development of non-motorized trails and the
establishment of a system of integrated bike routes throughout Kent County and between
adjacent Counties. In order to provide safe and convenient non-motorized transportation
facilities, the Kent County Road Commission has adopted the following guidelines to be used by
the Kent County Road Commission or by requesting agencies in conjunction with the existing
permit procedures when the facilities are to be located within the road right-of-way.

Non-Motorized Paths (separated from the roadway)
Paved Shoulders (along existing roads)

Signed Routes (on existing roads)

Sidewalks

oo

Providing these facilities is generally considered a responsibility of the local unit of government
in which it will be located. This policy does not preclude the Kent County Road Commission
from constructing bike lanes within curbed roadways in addition to or as an alternative to an
independent non-motorized facility. The Road Commission may be involved in certain instances
in providing in whole or in part similar facilities as they may determine.
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A. NON-MOTORIZED PATHS

Non-Motorized paths are considered to be a facility that is separated from
the motorist-traveled portion of the roadway. It is also considered to be different than a
sidewalk, in that sidewalks have specific statutory status especially as it pertains to
construction and liability matters.

Such non-motorized paths will not be signed, or designated, as “exclusive”
bike paths because they are intended for multiple non -motorized uses and all users
should be encouraged to use the facility rather than the roadway. Existing sidewalks
shall be enlarged to provide for the non-motorized path.

The following gives guidance for designing a facility to be constructed on
County road right-of-way.

Width and Clearance:

The paved width and operating width are primary considerations. A facility
intended for two-way traffic should have a minimum width of eight feet, or for one-way
traffic a minimum width of five feet, in order to accommodate bicycle traffic as well as
other non -motorized uses such as walking, running, wheelchairs, wagons and roller
skates.

A two feet wide (minimum) clear graded area is recommended along both
sides of the paved path and vertical clearance to overhead obstructions should be a
minimum of eight and one-half feet. All bridges, culverts etc. needed to accommodate
these facilities should provide for these same minimum standards.

A wide separation between the facility and the roadway is desirable for
safety reasons. The facility should typically be located one foot off the property line and
provide minimum clearances of six feet from back of curb on roads with curb and gutter;
ten feet from edge of roadway pavement (where there is no ditch), or twenty feet from
centerline of right-of-way (where there is no ditch), or one foot behind the top of
drainage backslope (where ditch exists), whichever is greater. These clearances shall
also be used as a guide for allowing deviations from the location of one foot off the
property line.

Where these minimum requirements cannot be obtained in the right-of-
way or where there is evidence that a roadway will require widening beyond two lanes,
consideration must be given to acquiring additional right-of-way to accommodate the
proposed roadway, the facility, and the minimum clearances and widths stated.

Pavement & Structures:

The type of material, thickness of surface and base are of primary
importance as well as the proper design of all structures needed to accommodate the



APPENDIX |

facility. These designs should be determined by engineers after an analysis of soils,
wheel loads, and other site-specific requirements are considered.

Normally, however, the pavement should be a minimum of four inches
concrete or three inches bituminous surface over six inches of processed road gravel.
A cross slope of two percent should be provided to allow for proper drainage.

Signing & Marking:

Adequate signing and marking may be important safety considerations.
General guidance is provided in the Michigan Manual of Uniform Traffic Control
Devices. Only signing necessary for safety should be erected so as not to create
confusion or restrict vision.

Signing and marking shall be reviewed and approved by the Road
Commission’s Traffic and Safety Department.

Design Speed, Grades and Alignment:

Many other factors must be considered in the design of the facility.
Design speed of twenty mph is normally considered adequate except for steep grades
where a higher design speed should be used.

Grades and pavement elevations should be given special consideration in
relation to the roadway facility and adjoining properties so as to cause minimal concern
for safety, drainage, driveways, yards, etc. Profiles of the curbs and/or roadway should
be utilized as a guide for such determination.

Changes in alignment and curves to accommodate such changes should
be adequate to provide for the design speed selected and the safety to users of the
facility.

Intersections:

Where the facility crosses a roadway, special consideration for selecting
the proper location and placing adequate controls must be given.

Operation & Maintenance:

The agency responsible for the control, maintenance and policing of non-
motorized paths will be established prior to construction approval. A written agreement
specifying local responsibility for maintenance, repair and restoration of the path and
stating the local community will save harmless, indemnify, represent and defend the
Road Commission for all claims for as long as such path exists must be executed prior
to issuance of a construction permit by the Road Commission.
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The Road Commission will be responsible only for reviewing plans to
assure conformance to the guidelines set forth above relative to geometrics within the
right-of-way and for issuance of a construction permit.

Attached as Exhibit “A” is a typical agreement that could be used and
modified if necessary to clearly establish responsibilities for such facilities on the road
right-of-way.

B. PAVED SHOULDERS

There is considerable emphasis today on the need for paved shoulders to
accommodate non-motorized transportation, particularly in urban areas or near schools.

The Road Commission will continue to recommend the construction of
sidewalks or non-motorized paths where it is deemed advisable for safety reasons.
Generally, such recommendations will be made when traffic volumes or non-motorized
uses are exceptionally high or where adequate right-of-way is available.

When the Road Commission allows for construction of a paved shoulder it
shall be their policy that:

1. The cost for constructing the paved shoulder is the
responsibility of the requesting parties, unless
otherwise agreed. The requesting party may also be
required to resurface the existing roadway, dependent
on it's condition.

2. The paved shoulder will not be designated as any
special facility, such as a bicycle path, but be treated
as a normal road shoulder.

3. Both shoulders shall generally be paved along a
section of roadway as opposed to only paving one
side.

4, All construction shall be done by or under the direct

supervision of the Road Commission in accordance
with current standards of construction and design.
The width to be a minimum of four feet on uncurbed
roadways and six feet on curbed roadways unless a
special exception is granted. Bituminous surface
shall be a minimum thickness of three inches.

5. The Road Commission will only perform routine
maintenance of the shoulders following completion
and acceptance of construction. Pathway
maintenance is the responsibility of the requesting
agency.



APPENDIX |

C. SIGNED ROUTES

In addition to providing for non-motorized paths as a separated facility
from the motorist traveled portion of the roadway and the use of paved shoulders to
accommodate non-motorized uses, there may be times when it would be desirable to
sign an existing roadway (without paved shoulders or separated path) as a “Bike
Route”. This may also be needed for the purpose of providing continuity of routes within
the County or with other counties.

An agreement with the local unit of government shall be executed
assigning certain responsibilities for signing, maintenance and liability. (See Exhibit A)

D. SIDEWALKS
Sidewalks constructed by local units of government on county roads shall

conform to the following general guidelines and receive the approval of the Kent County
Road Commission before construction begins.

1. The sidewalk shall be five feet in width and be
generally located one foot off the property line.
2. Current construction standards of the Michigan

Department of Transportation shall be used for the
design and construction of all sidewalks.

3. Sidewalk elevations shall be determined by the Kent
County Road Commission for uniformity in relation to
the profile or proposed profile to curbs and/or
roadway.

Since the statutes are quite specific regarding sidewalk construction and
liability, an agreement will not be necessary. Approval of the design and construction
plans, however, by the Kent County Road Commission is a prerequisite before locating
on a county road and issuance of a construction permit.
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EXHIBIT “A”
AGREEMENT

WHEREAS, the (hereinafter referred to as )
is a municipal corporation organized under the laws of the State of Michigan, and is
located in the County of Kent, State of Michigan, and:

WHEREAS, the Board of County Road Commissioners of the County of
Kent (hereinafter referred to as “BOARD”) is a public body corporate, with jurisdiction
and control over all county roads located within the County of Kent, State of Michigan,
and,

WHEREAS, the desires to build non-motorized
transportation facilities or bicycle paths (hereinafter referred to as “pathway”) in
accordance with plans and designs prepared by its engineer within right-of-way under
the jurisdiction and control of the BOARD; more specifically:

WHEREAS, because the intended location of the pathway is within right-
of-way under the jurisdiction and control of the BOARD, it is necessary for
to obtain the consent of the BOARD prior to commencing
construction of the pathway, and;

WHEREAS, it is the desire and objective of the parties hereto, to set forth
their mutual understanding with respect to the conditions under which the BOARD will
grant its consent to the to construct pathway within county road
right-of-way;

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the aforementioned premises
and in furtherance thereof, it is hereby mutually agreed as follows:

1. will apply for a permit from the BOARD and agrees
to abide by all terms and conditions imposed upon permit applications.

2. will construct the pathway in accordance with the
plans and design prepared by its engineer and approved by the BOARD. Any
deviation from the plans and design must receive the prior written approval of the
BOARD.

3. agrees to assume total and exclusive responsibility
for maintenance, repair and restoration of the pathway for so long as the pathway
may exist. If, for any reason, the pathway is removed by

agrees to restore the county road right-of- Way
where the pathway is located, to a condition reasonably similar to that in effect
prior to the construction of the pathway. further
agrees to remove or relocate the pathway at its expense when necessary to
accommodate a roadway improvement of the Board.
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Upon completion of the installation of the pathway, and final approval having
been granted by the BOARD to the :
agrees to save harmless, indemnify, represent and

defend the BOARD from any and all claims for bodily injury or property damage
or any other claim relating to or arising out of the operation, use or continuing
existence of the pathway within county road right-of-way.

This agreement shall be in effect as between the parties hereto upon the
affixation of the signatures of the duly authorized officers of the BOARD and

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this Agreement

to be executed by their duly authorized officers and their seals affixed hereto the day
and year written below.

BOARD OF COUNTY ROAD COMMISSIONERS,

WITNESS: COUNTY OF KENT

By:

Chairman
By:

Vice-Chairman
By:

Commissioner
By:

Commissioner
By:

Commissioner

TOWNSHIP OF

By:

Date:

By:
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SIDEWALKS**
Project: Kalamazoo Avenue SE - 68th Street SE to 76th Street SE (NORTHERN)

APPENDIX Il - COST ANALYSIS
PHASE | (0-10 Years)

West Side Feet Miles Cost*
68th St SE to Crystalline Dr. SE 1,457.37 0.28 $65,582
East Side Feet Miles Cost
Pencross Dr SE to Crystalline Dr SE 408.5 0.08 $18,383
68th St SE to Crystalline Dr SE 965.7 0.18 $43,457
TOTAL: 2,831.57 0.54 $127,421
Project: Kalamazoo Avenue SE - 68th Street SE to 76th Street SE (SOUTHERN)
West Side Feet Miles Cost*
Crystal Springs Dr SE to 76th St SE 1,276.14 0.24 $57,426
East Side Feet Miles Cost
Pencross Dr SE to Sweetgrass Ridge 1,913.41 0.36 $86,103
TOTAL: 3,189.55 0.60 $143,530
Project: 68th Street SE - Eastern Avenue SE to Kalamazoo Avenue SE
North Side Distance Miles Cost
Creekside Park to Crystal Manor PUD 960.81 0.18 $43,236
Crystal Manor PUD to Smith Farms Plat 838.99 0.16 $37,755
Smith Farms Plat to Crystal Springs Alliance Church 294.68 0.06 $13,261
James Postema Property Frontage 153.71 0.03 $6,917
Between the MMPC Building's Drives 121.69 0.02 $5,476
TOTAL: 2,369.88 0.45 $106,645
Project: Eastern Avenue SE - 79th Street SE to 84th Street SE
West Side Distance Miles Cost
Countryside Elementary to 84th St. 428.70 0.08 $19,292
Kilourne Ct. to Firestone Dr. 575.2 0.11 $25,884
79th St. to Kilburne Ct. 653.26 0.12 $29,397
TOTAL: 1,657.16 0.31 $74,572
Project: Hammond Avenue SE - 68th Street SE to 76th St SE
East Side Distance Miles Cost
Hammond Estates PUD to Dutton Shadyside Park 800.59 0.15 $36,027
Hammond Ave. curve to Hammond Place PUD 1,076.13 0.20 $48,426
TOTAL: 1,876.72 0.36 $84,452
Phase | Sidewalk Totals 11,924.88 2.26 536,619.60
SHARED USE PATHS***
Project: Connector Trail Feet Miles Cost
Prarie Wolf Park to Cook's Crossing Trail
Approximate Distance: 2,868.38 0.54 $258,154
Kent County Project: Paul Henry Thornapple Trail Feet Miles Cost
60th Street SE to 76th Street SE, spur into Dutton
Approximate Distance: 14,449.00 2.74 $1,300,410
Project: Hammond Trail Feet Miles Cost
68th Street to Paul Henry Thornapple Trail Extension
Approximate Distance: 1,832.00 0.35 $164,880
Phase | Totals 27,884.71 5.28 $2,116,534

*Cost estimates may include, but are not limited to, acquisition, development, A&E and contingencies

**Sidewalk Estimated Cost - $45.00/foot; 5' Concrete

***Shared Use Path Estimated Cost - $90.00/foot; 10' Asphalt




DRAFT - COST ANALYSIS

SIDEWALKS**

Project: 68th Street SE - Eastern Avenue SE to Kalamazoo Avenue SE

South Side Feet Miles Cost*
East property line of Good New Baptist to West property line of 958 (Shepard 762.13 0.14 $34,296
East property line of 958 (Shepard) to Kalamazoo Ave SE 4,162.94 0.79 $187,332
TOTAL: 4,925.07 0.93 $221,628
Project: 60th Street SE - Kalamazoo Avenue SE to Hanna Lake Avenue SE
South Side Feet Miles Cost
Valley Lane Dr SE to Hanna Lake Ave SE 7,743.75 1.47 $348,469
TOTAL: 7,743.75 1.47 $348,469
Project: Hanna Lake Avenue SE - 60th Street SE to 68th Street SE
East Side Feet Miles Cost
60th St SE to 68th St SE 5,280 1.00 $237,600
TOTAL: 5,280 1.00 $237,600
Project: 68th Street SE - Hanna Lake Avenue SE to East Paris Avenue SE
South Side Feet Miles Cost
Just west of E. Millrun SE to just east of E. Millrun SE 429.79 0.08 $19,341
Dutton Elementary to East Paris Ave. SE 1,904.97 0.36 $85,724
TOTAL: 2334.76 0.44 $105,064
Project: 60th Street SE - Eastern Avenue SE to Kalamazoo Avenue SE
South Side Feet Miles Cost
Eastern Ave SE to west lot line of Wesleyan Church 2,638 0.50 $118,710
Donald Rawlings' Property Frontage (1326) 332.11 0.06 $14,945
West lot line of Heritage Baptist Church to Kalamazoo Ave SE 1,299.47 0.25 $58,476
TOTAL: 4,270 0.81 $192,131
Project: Kalamazoo Avenue SE - 76th Street SE to 84th Street SE
East Side Feet Miles Cost
76th St SE to just North of South Park SE 2,637.34 0.50 $118,680
Dianne Bockheim's Property Frontage (8216) 236.25 0.04 $10,631
Doug Snyder's Property Frontage (8310) 928.16 0.18 $41,767
West Side Feet Miles Cost
76th St SE to Highview Dr SE 537.69 0.10 $24,196
Just south of Berry Brook Dr SE to 84th St SE 3,594.62 0.68 $161,758
TOTAL: 7,934.06 1.50 $357,033
Phase Il Totals 32,487.22 6.15 $1,461,925

*Cost estimates may include, but are not limited to, acquisition, development, A&E and contingencies

** Sidewalk Estimated Cost - $45.00/foot; 5' Concrete




DRAFT - COST ANALYSIS

SIDEWALKS*
Project: Division Avenue SE - 76th Street SE to 84th Street SE

76th St SE to Cascade Die Casting
Alber Reurink Jr. Trust to south lot line of John and Ashley Zwiers' property
North lot line of Daniel Peterson property to 84th St SE
TOTAL:

1,103.82
1,366.20
1,875.13
4,345.15

0.21
0.26
0.36
0.82

$49,672
$61,479
$84,381
$195,532

Project: Hanna Lake Avenue SE - 60th Street SE to 68th Street SE

60th St SE to 68th St SE

TOTAL:

5,280
5,280

1.00
1.00

$237,600
$237,600

Project: Eastern Avenue SE - 60th Street SE to 68th Street SE

60th St SE to 68th St SE

TOTAL:

5,280
5,280

1.00
1.00

$237,600
$237,600

SHARED USE PATHS***

Brewer Park North to Cutlerville, spur out to Divison Avenue SE

Approximate Distance:

11,160.00

2,11

$1,004,400

Phase Il Totals

26,065.15

4.94

$1,675,132

*Cost estimates may include, but are not limited to, acquisition, development, A&E and contingencies
** Sidewalk Estimated Cost - $45.00/foot; 5' Concrete
***Shared Use Path Estimated Cost - $90/foot; 10' Asphalt




DRAFT - COST ANALYSIS
PHASE IV (15-25+ YEARS)

SIDEWALKS**

Project: 79th Street SE - Division Avenue SE to Eastern Avenue SE

Division Ave SE to Eastern Ave SE 5,280 $237,600

Division Ave SE to Eastern Ave SE

TOTAL:

5,280
10,560

1.00
2.00

$237,600
$475,200

Project: Madison Avenue SE and 72 Street SE

68th St SE to 72nd St SE, Madison Ave SE to Eastern Ave SE 5,273.67 $237,315

68th St SE to 72nd St SE, Madison Ave SE to Eastern Ave SE
TOTAL:

5,273.67
10,547.34

1.00
2.00

$237,315
$474,630

Project: 76th Street - Division Avenue SE to Kalamazoo Avenue SE

East of Amy DeJonge Trust to Eastern Ave SE

Eastern Ave SE to Kalamazoo Ave SE

East of Sandra Good property to Eastern Ave SE

Eastern Ave SE to Kalamazoo Ave SE

TOTAL:

4,901.88
5,280

4,660.35
5,280
20,122.23

0.93
1.00

0.88
1.00
3.81

$220,585
$237,600

$209,716
$237,600
$905,500

Project: 60th Street SE - Hanna Lake Avenue SE to East Paris Avenue SE

Hanna Lake Ave SE to Fieldstone Apartments
East of Fieldstone Apartments to East Paris Ave SE

TOTAL:

2,627.40
1,308.51
3,935.91

0.50
0.25
0.75

$118,233
$58,883
$177,116

Project: 84th Street SE - Eastern Avenue SE to Division Avenue SE

Eastern Ave SE to Division Ave SE

TOTAL:

5,280
5,280

1.00
1.00

$237,600
$237,600

Project: Eastern Avenue SE - 68th Street SE to 84th Street SE

South of Good News Baptist Church to 76th St SE

76th St SE to just south of 79th St SE

4,718.84
2,132.89

0.89
0.40

$212,348
$95,980




DRAFT - COST ANALYSIS
PHASE IV (15-25+ YEARS)

68th St SE to 76th St SE
76th St SE to 79th St SE
TOTAL:

5,280
1,941.81
14,073.54

1.00
0.37
2.67

$237,600
$87,381
$633,309

Project: 68th Street SE - Kalamazoo Avenue SE to Hanna Lake Avenue SE

Kalamazoo Ave SE to Cornerstone Dr SE
2102 68th St Frontage

2216 68th St Frontage

East of 2240 68t St to east of 3410 68th St
West of 2612 68th St to west of 3120 68th St

From Mich Belle Tele Co to Hanna Lake Ave SE

TOTAL:

3,131.25
112.68
70.83
1,564.65
3,425.61
392.77
8,697.79

0.59
0.02
0.01
0.30
0.65
0.07
1.65

$140,906
$5,071
$3,187
$70,409
$154,152
$17,675
$391,401

SHARED USE PATHS***

Hanna Lake Avenue SE to East Paris Avenue SE

Approximate Distance:

Prarie Wolf Park to Dutton Shady Side Park

Approximate Distance:

8,002.60

18,636.13

1.52

3.53

$720,234

$1,677,252

Phase IV Totals

99,855.54

18.91

$5,692,242

*Cost estimates may include, but are not limited to, acquisition, development, A&E and contingencies
** Sidewalk Estimated Cost - $45.00/foot; 5' Concrete

***Shared Use Path Estimated Cost - $90/foot; 10' Asphalt






