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Watertown Township recognizes the importance of such a designation and supports the
Heritage River Trail. As the Looking Glass River phase of the project progresses, it will
actively seek to support the plan and to connect it to this non-motorized circulation plan
to create a holistic, robust, and varied transportation experience.
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Potential Resources

Ultimately, the goal of any plan is to become implemented. Oftentimes, a variety of
resources are required to implement a plan. This section of the report offers several
potential resources for implementation of a non-motorized transportation plan.

United States Department of Transportation

B In 1991, Congress passed the Intermodal Surface Transportation and Efficiency Act
(ISTEA), and ushered in a new era of transportation law and funding. States were
given much more flexibility in deciding how to use their federal transportation
dollars, and pedestrian and bicycle facilities gained prominence in states'
transportation plans. The next national law, the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st
Century (TEA-21), continued many of the policies introduced in ISTEA. Many states
now pay significant attention to the needs of cyclists and walkers, often with
Departments of Transportation partnering with Departments of Health to promote
healthy, active transportation. Within this framework, Safe Routes to School projects
can hope for both financial and policy support. The following information was taken
from a Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) publication entitled “A Summary:
Bicycle and Pedestrian Provisions of the Federal Aid Program.”

Michigan Department of Transportation Enhancement Program

This program was established in 1992 by the Michigan Department of Transportation
(MDOT) as a result of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of
1991 and reauthorized by the 1998 Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-
21). TEA-21 requires that a minimum of 10 percent of Surface Transportation Funds be
used for the Transportation Enhancement Program. In 2003, Michigan received
$25,000,000 in federal Transportation Enhancement funds. Eligible activities do include
nonmotorized activities including pedestrian and bicycle facilities, preservation of
abandoned railway corridors, and pedestrian and bicycle safety and education activities.

The Governor’s Council on Physical Fitness

The Governor’s Council on Physical Fitness Health and Sports is devoting resources to
promoting active communities. One of the best ways we do this is through our
Promoting Active Community Award: Community Self-Assessment Inventory.

Developed in partnership with the Michigan Department of Community Health,
communities use this tool to:

B Provide strategic analyses of the community’s policies and zoning, pedestrian and
bike facilities and programs, worksites, schools and public transportation.

B Gain recognition for achievements in removing barriers to make it easier for people to
be active.

B Educate and motivate community leaders and citizens to make relevant improvements
to the pedestrian and bicycle environments.
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Communities who complete the assessment will earn one of five levels of awards to be
given at an annual conference. In addition, participating communities will also receive
automated reports, including a community report of achievement with comparative data
to other communities of similar size.

Michigan State University’s Urban Planning Partnerships Program

Urban Planning Partnerships (UPP) is an outreach initiative within Michigan State
University's Urban and Regional Planning Program and is an initiative based within MSU
Extension. UPP partners with communities to carry out a community’s desired planning-
related project through undergraduate and/or graduate students who work under the
direction of University professors.

UPP seeks to facilitate timely research and outreach on urban policy and planning issues
in Michigan communities. The current target cities for UPP are Detroit, Flint, Grand
Rapids, Jackson, Lansing, Pontiac, and Saginaw; however, UPP works with other areas
as resources allow. Watertown Township recently worked with a group of students
through the UPP Program to update the Parks and Recreation Master Plan.

The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation Active Living by Design Program

Active Living by Design is a national program of the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation
and is a part of the UNC School of Public Health in Chapel Hill, North Carolina. This
program establishes innovative approaches to increase physical activity through
community design, public policies and communications strategies. Active Living by
Design is funding 25 community partnerships across the country to demonstrate how
changing community design will impact physical activity.

Safe Routes to School (SR2S) Program

Michigan’s Safe Routes to School Program is managed by the Michigan Department of
Transportation with support from the Governor’s Council on Physical Fitness. The
program aims to encourage children to walk to school, to make it safer for them to do so,
and to assist with planning for infrastructure improvements to facilitate these goals.
Schools create a team to inventory existing infrastructure, assess safety, and develop an
action plan to implement changes. The Michigan Department of Transportation and the
Governor’s Council on Physical Fitness support these efforts by providing an SR2S
Handbook, training, tool Kits, newsletters and phone assistance. The SR2S Program has
many funding sources, but its main source is the federal SAFETEA-LU program, and
requires no local matching funds.
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Suggested Implementation Strategies

General and specific recommendations to fully implement the Watertown Township Non-
motorized Circulation Plan are summarized below. Many of these recommendations will
require additional action and research by developers, local agencies, Township staff, the
Planning Commission and Board of Trustees.

Work with the county road commission to develop a timeline and action plan to
e Implement improved road striping

e Examine areas where new crosswalks could be striped and signed

e Explore paving road shoulders cost estimates and implementation timelines
[ J

Identify projects that fit the goals of this plan and the Capital Improvements Plan
as they are updating roads

Develop a Township Sidewalk Ordinance (See Appendix D for samples).

Work to ensure access to the designated circulation route by all uses, including those
who may be handicapped. Research ADA requirements and seek input from such
users on improvements.

Work to ensure and improve the safety of all uses by developing a set of safety
standards in cooperation with the county Sheriff’s Department.

Seek opportunities for grants to fund larger-scale projects.

Seek to purchase easements which would allow for fewer gaps in the designated
circulation route.

Continue to communicate with surrounding communities to discuss linkages and
enhance opportunities.

It is important to reiterate the goal of promoting on-going education regarding the
Non-motorized Circulation Plan. As with any planning endeavor, citizen input is not
just important, it is necessary to ensure that plans reflect the desires of the residents.
Including residents on committees, holding public meetings and hearings, surveying
residents, and encouraging participation from those landowners along any proposed
route are just a few steps that can be taken to provide this safeguard. Additionally, not
only will the Township want to provide safety tips for all types of users and
appropriate signage as the plan is implemented, but education about the proper use of
any circulation pattern will be a key to its success.
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Appendix A: Results of
Watertown Charter Township Survey

In late 2007, the Watertown Charter Township Board of Trustees developed a survey
with assistance from EPIC - MRA, a Lansing-based public opinion research and analysis
firm, to determine the opinion of township residents on a broad range of issues. Many of
these issues relate to parks and recreation, as well as non-motorized transportation. The

analysis of this survey is attached.




EPIC = MRA

4710 W. Saginaw Highway
Suite 5

Lansing, MI 48917
517/886-0860
800/545-8249

Fax 517/886-9176

e-mail: epicmra@acd.net

Watertown Township Survey

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

= Educational
= Political

® Industrial

= Consumer

= Market

= Research

= Analysis


mailto:epicmra@acd.net

Methodology

In the fall of 2007, approximately 2000 surveys were mailed to residents of
Watertown Township. A list of all addresses were obtained from the township tax rolls
as well as being garnered from registered voter lists; the latter being done to capture as
many non-owners of property as possible. The 2000 addresses were then randomly
selected, ensuring that each of the four township geographical quadrants was as equally

represented as possible.

The mail out packets, issued via First Class mail in and oversized envelope,
contained a cover letter explaining the purpose of the survey and urging participation. In
addition, a postage-paid return envelope bearing EPIC = MRA’s address was also

included for the respondent to easily return the questionnaire.

Over the course of three weeks following the initial mail-out, returns were
compiled until a cut-off date was met. In all, 458 returns were compiled — a very
respectable return rate of better than 23 percent — producing results with an overall

margin of error of +4.6%.

Generally, in interpreting survey results, all surveys are subject to error; that is,
the results of the survey may differ from that which would have been obtained if the
entire population was interviewed. The size of the sampling error depends on the total
number of respondents that are asked a specific question. The table below represents the
estimated sampling error for different percentage distributions of responses based on

sample size.

For example, 52 percent of respondents indicated that the township should do
“More” to protect farm land and open space (Question #35). As indicated in the chart
below, this percentage would have a sampling error of plus or minus 4.6 percent. That
means that with repeated sampling, it is very likely (95 times out of every 100), that the
percentage for the entire population would fall between 47.4 percent and 56.6 percent,

hence 52 percent +4.6 percent.



EPIC = MRA SAMPLING ERROR BY PERCENTAGE (AT 95 IN 100 CONFIDENCE LEVEL)
Percentage of sample giving specific response

10 20 30 40 30 60 10 80 90
SAMPLE SIZE % margin of error +

650 23 3.1 3.5 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.5 3.1 2.3
600 2.4 32 3.7 3.9 4 3.9 3.7 32 24
550 2.5 3.3 3.8 4.1 4.2 4.1 3.8 33 2.5
500 2.6 3.5 4 43 4.4 43 4 35 2.6
450 2.8 3.7 4.2 4.5 4.6 4.5 4.2 3.7 2.8
400 2.9 39 4.5 4.8 4.9 4.8 4.5 3.9 29
350 3.1 4.2 4.8 5.1 52 5.1 4.8 4.2 3.1
300 34 4.5 52 5.5 5.7 55 52 4.5 34
250 3.7 5 5.7 6.1 6.2 6.1 5.7 5 3.7
200 42 5.5 6.4 6.8 6.9 6.8 6.4 5.5 4.2
150 4.8 6.4 7.3 7.8 8 7.8 7.3 6.4 4.8
100 59 7.8 9 9.6 9.8 9.6 9 7.8 59
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Margin of errort
14%

13

12
11+

-/ 1 1 1 1 1 \, _--7450
: | : : : | | S
‘ | : : : | | A
: | : : : : : A
| | | | l | | ! 650
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 0 90

Percentage of sample giving specific response




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY & SURVEY OVERVIEW

Watertown Township residents are, by a very wide majority, well-pleased with
the condition and governance of the place they call home. This assertion is borne out in
one of the very first questions asking residents to indicate whether the township is headed
in the, “Right Direction” or, if it is off on the, “Wrong Track”. In response, a resounding

four out of five respondents selected, “right direction.”

Assessment of the Direction
of Watertown Township

Right Direction Wrong Track

It is difficult to understate the significance of this result when one considers the
same question regarding the direction of the state posed at roughly the same time to

statewide voters found only about one-third reporting “right direction”.

Another indication of resident satisfaction can be found in the rating respondents
give in assessing how the Township is doing in delivering basic services. Nearly three
quarters (74%) gave a “Positive” rating of excellent or pretty good, compared to the 26

percent who issued a “Negative” rating of only fair or poor.

Rate Township on Delivery of
Services

Tota

B Good/Fair
OExellent/Poor

Positive Negative




Attention is drawn to the fact, however, that the intensity of residents “Positive”
feelings is somewhat tepid, in that only nine percent of respondents issued an “excellent”
rating. This suggests a holding back in enthusiasm toward township government that

shows up elsewhere in the survey.

The small town, rural atmosphere is cited by a clear majority of residents as what
they like most about Watertown Township. This sentiment is in keeping with a plurality
of respondents (32%) who identified “Growth”, in response to an open-ended question, as

the biggest problem the township must address.

Personal contact with Township offices also scored high with respondents.
Eighty percent of those who had reason to contact an office — with a call, a personal visit,
or otherwise — reported being “Satisfied” with the experience, 62% were “Very

Satisfied”, with the response they received.

More evidence of citizen satisfaction is found in batteries of questions asking
respondents to issue a “Positive” or “Negative” rating to a list of township services, and a

list of township offices.

In the area of services, seventeen separate items ranging from the “provision of
fire protection”, through “cemetery upkeep”, to “senior citizen programs” were presented
and respondents were asked to give each a rating. As can be seen from the roster below,
nine of the seventeen items received a majority “Positive” rating, with none receiving a
majority “negative”. Put another way, to the extent a service did not receive a majority
“Positive”, the difference did not result in a negative rating but rather, the difference

showed up in the “Undecided” category.



Rating of Services

POSITIVE NEGATIVE

exceEL Goop Total Far Poor Total undec
Fire protection 24%  55%  19% 8% 3% 11% 10%
The quality of the park system 16% 55% 71% 7% 2% 9% 20%
Maintenance of township property 16% 55% T1% 6% 1% 7% 22%
Police protection 8% 59% 67% 18% 6% 24% 9%
Recycling 20%  44% 64% 15%  14% 29% 7%
Ambulance services 14% 49% 63% 8% 3% 11% 26%
Snow and ice removal 8% 53% 61% 24% 9% 33% 6%
Street and road maintenance 4%  55% 59% 26% 11% 37% 4%
Cemetery upkeep & maintenance 2%  36% 58% 3% 1% 4% 38%
Animal control 5%  43% 48% 16% 1% 23% 29%
Building code enforcement 9% 38% 47% 11% 3% 14% 39%
Recreational programs and activities 6% 40% 46% 12% 6% 18% 36%
Zoning code enforcement 6% 38% 44% 17% 6% 23% 33%
A quality library system 10% 33% 43% 14% 5% 19% 38%
Youth programs and services 4% 30% 34% 13% 6% 19% 47%
Ditch cleaning 3%  29% 32% 20% 13% 33% 35%
Senior citizen programs & services 3%  25% 28% 14% 5% 19% 53%

As for township offices, a similar pattern is observed. That is, respondents were

presented with a list of thirteen offices and asked to issue a “Positive” or “Negative”

rating for each. Like the battery on services, no office received a majority negative

rating, even when the responses were re calculated by removing “undecided” responses,

as is illustrated below:



POSITIVE/NEGATIVE RATINGS OF TWP. OFFICES
AMONG THOSE EXPRESSING AN OPINION

POSITIVE

ExCcEL Goop Total

Clerk’s Office 22%  62% 85%
Parks & Recreation Committee 13%  68% 81%
Treasurer’s Office 24%  59% 73%
Township Supervisor’s Office 10%  61% 71%
Building Inspector’s Office 1% 59% 70%
Township Manager’s Office 10%  55% 65%
Township Trustees 7% 58%  65%
Zoning Board of Appeals 8%  55% 63%
Board of Review 9%  52% 61%
The Township Board 7% 54%  61%
Planning Commission 7% 53%  60%
Township Assessor’s Office 8%  50% 58%
Planning & Zoning Office 10% 49% 56%

FAR
11%
14%
12%
21%
18%
24%
23%
25%
26%
29%
26%
27%
28%

NEGATIVE
Poor Total
4% 15%
5% 19%
5% 17%
8% 29%
12% 30%
11% 35%
12% 35%
12% 37%
13% 39%
10% 39%
14% _40%
15% 42%
19% 44%

In an attempt to give township officials some direction about citizen priorities, a

battery of 25 services commonly provided by local governments were presented and

respondents were asked to indicate whether Watertown was doing:

“Enough”

“Too much” or,

if “More”

needed to be done for each item.

As the table below illustrates — and consistent with results discussed earlier — the

top items residents believe “More” should be done involve maintaining the Township’s

rural, small-town atmosphere:



RANK ORDER: HIGHEST TO LOWEST “MORE”

MORE Too
MucH Sove Total Enough Much undec

Protecting prime farmland and open space 22% 30% S52% 30% 6% 12%
Keeping as much of the rural character and historic

township landscape as possible 18% 30% 48% 40% 5% 7%
Controlling speeding cars on township roads 21% 24% 45% 44% 4%  T%
Preserving as much wildlife habitat as possible 17% 28% 45% 42% 4% 9%
Controlling population growth and development 19% 25% 44% 37% 6% 13%
Preserving natural vegetation in the township 16% 26% 42% 39% 5% 14%
Keeping residents informed about problems, issues,

programs and events 15% 24% 39% 54% 1% 6%
Maintaining township roads 12% 26% 38% 56% 2% 4%
Protecting wetland areas in the township 13% 23% 36% 42% 6% 16%
Providing fair and accurate property tax assessments 14% 18% 33% 52% 7% 8%
Controlling the excessive use of pesticides, herbicides

and other chemicals 14% 18% 32% 39% 2% 27%
Attracting businesses to the area 12% 20% 32% 40% 11% 17%
Preventing excessive soil erosion in the area 12%  19% 31% 46% 2% 21%
Providing public police protection 8% 23% 31% 358% 2% 9%
Providing the right budget priorities 10% 18% 28% 38% 1% 33%
Providing clean, affordable drinking water 10% 12% 22% 39% 3% 36%
Offering enough activities for young people 6% 14% 20% 44% 5% 31%
Limiting leaf and rubbish burning 9% 10% 19% 57% 12% 12%
Making emergency medical response available 4% 15% 19% 63% 3% 15%
Working cooperatively with other local units of 6% 12% 18% 47% 2%  33%

government and county government
Offering enough recreational opportunities 4% 14% 18% 59% 5% 18%
Working with neighborhood groups 5% 12% 17% 37% 3% 43%
Providing programs for senior citizens 4% 12% 16% 39% 4% 41%
Providing effective fire protection 4% 10% 14% 74% 5% 7%
Maintaining parks and recreational facilities 30, 8% 11% 76% 4% 9%

Another overarching feature of the data is the high sensitivity reported by
respondents to taxes. In a list of six “. . . problems many are concerned about . . . ,

offered to respondents, “Keeping taxes and fees low’” was the option selected by a large

plurality of 42 percent, with the next highest being, “Uncontrolled growth &

development” in a distant second at twenty five percent. The reader is reminded that

“Growth” ranked first in an open-ended question presented just prior to the closed list

where the issues of taxes easily outdistanced it.



Biggest Problem: Open-ended Responses

Undec
4% Growth
10 "Other" 26%
0,
34% High taxes
10%
Traffic Twp budget
5% Roads Land 9%
6% conservation
6%
Bigget Problem - Closed List List
50% O Keeping taxes low
a0%4 | 46% @ Uncontrolled
Growth
30% 4] O Loss of Open Space
| — OO Road maintenance
20%
| M Police Protection
10%./ o, 0, V) 4%
11% | 10% O High quality Twp
0%+ Svcs

The tax sensitivity is exhibited in two follow-up questions: The first asking
respondents to assess their tax burden vis a vis what they receive in services; and a
second, asking them to choose between statements that pit tax rates against service level

and quality.

In the first follow-up, a very large 59 percent majority believe their taxes are “Too
High”, with a large proportion of them saying they are “Much” too high. This is a level

seldom, if ever, recorded in an EPIC » MRA survey over the past fifteen years.



B Somwhat
O Much

Too High About Right Too Low

Similarly, 75 percent of respondents opted for the statement: “In light of the
current budget situation in the township, it is important to keep taxes as low as possible,
even if it means reducing township services and programs.”, over a statement that urged

maintenance of services even if it means raising taxes.

An important side note to the analysis above is the fact that 73 percent of
residents admitted not fully understanding that the Township retains for its general fund
use, less than 15 percent of the taxes it collects for itself and on behalf of other

governmental entities such as school districts and the county.

Further direct evidence of residents’ sensitivity to tax increases is found in two
separate questions posing hypothetical ballot issues calling for a millage increase. The
first described the current manner in which the Looking Glass Regional Fire Authority
responds to emergency medical calls. Specifically, that the Authority sends first
responders but that private ambulance services actually transport the victims. The
question then asks if the respondent would “vote” Yes or No on a 2 mill increase used
exclusively to fund Watertown’s portion of the first responders in the authority, thus
relieving the general fund from paying for this item. The statement explicitly excluded

funding for a township ambulance service.

By more than three-to-one (77% to 23%), reported they would turn down such a
request at the ballot. In a follow-up open-ended question asking why a respondent
reported that they would vote No, “Tax Increase” easily topped the list of reasons at

sixty percent.



The second hypothetical ballot question called for a 3 mill increase to fund not
only first responders, but also a township ambulance service. As might be expected, the
rejection of this hypothetical 3 mill increase was rejected even more resoundingly than

the previous 2 mill defeat, with a 78% percent No, to 22 percent Yes, outcome.

The notion of establishing a township police force was also posed to respondents.
Although no specific millage amount was offered, the nine-out-of ten residents
expressing a desire to continue to receive police service from the county sheriff’s office

speaks for itself in that regard.

The reader is reminded that residents highly value the rural character of the
township and in several different parts of the survey, cite “growth” and related issues as
being a top concern and something the township needs to be aware of. Even with this

deeply held sentiment, sensitivity to taxes again becomes manifest.

Even when respondents are presented with a proposal that is clearly close to their
hearts, the aversion to taxes is stronger. When asked if they would favor or oppose a
program to pay farmers to preserve farmland and not sell it for development, a 55 percent
to 45 percent majority reported they would “Favor” such a program. However, when a
price tag of 1 mill is presented as being necessary to pay for the program, respondents

reject the proposed increase in taxes by a strong 62 percent to 38 percent margin.

CONCLUSIONS

Watertown Township residents prize the rural, small town character of their
community and would like to see it stay that way. However, this sentiment is not strong
enough for them to indicate approval of any proposal that would increase rates of taxation
in order to preserve farmland and open space. Indeed, an aversion to any sort of
assessment increase — no matter how worthy the purpose — is the hallmark of the several

questions that went to the issue of taxes, both directly and indirectly.



There is no sentiment whatsoever for increasing the rate of assessment for a
dedicated fund for fire service or a combination fire and ambulance service. These
hypothetical ballot questions, which were resoundingly rejected, were followed by a
question about the establishment of a township police department. Even though no price
tag was attached, over ninety-percent expressed the opinion that the township should

continue to receive its police protection from the county sheriff’s patrol.

Another pervasive theme throughout the findings is the residents’ relative comfort
level with the status quo. They issue high positive ratings (albeit not overly enthusiastic)
for the job the township does in providing basic services, and among those reporting
having contacted a township office, the respondents reported being very satisfied with the

experience.

With the exception of items relating to the ever-present desire to preserve the
rural character of the township, few of the other twenty-five government service items
offered to respondents were identified as being something the township needed to do
“More” about. Indeed, in most cases where an item did not break 50 percent as having
“Enough” being done, the alternative of wanting “More” to be done did not replace it, but

rather, there was a high percentage of “Undecided”.

A plurality of residents report receiving most of their information from the
Township newsletter, followed by the Grand Ledge Independent and the Dewitt/Bath
Review. To the extent there are misconceptions among the citizens (e.g. the percentage
of taxes the township keeps from what is collected), these vehicles would appear to be the

most effective methods for communicating.
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Appendix B: Clinton County Parks,
Recreation and Open

Space Needs Assessment

In 2007, the Clinton County Greenspace Committee conducted a survey of county
residents regarding their use and preferences of parks and recreation facilities and
activities in the area. The following is a synopsis of the survey results and the

recommendations of the committee.



CHAPTER 4: CLINTON COUNTY PARKS, RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE NEEDS ASSESSMENT
Dr. Charles Nelson and Kristen Steger

Introduction

The Clinton County Board of Commissioners established the first park and recreation commission in the County's history in December
2000. It appointed a 10-member commission and named it the Green Space Commission (GSC) in recognition of its role in
addressing park, recreation and open space concerns for Clinton County. It was established under the authority granted to counties
by Michigan Public Act 261 of 1965. The GSC's first official meeting was in March 2001 and it has met on a regular, monthly basis
since that time.

A key first order of business in 2001 was to understand the park, recreation and open space needs of Clinton County residents. To
that end, a need assessment survey was conducted with the approval of and funding allocated by the Clinton County Board of
Commissioners. All GSC members as well as all members of the Clinton County Board of Commissioners and the County
Administrator reviewed the questionnaire and procedures for the survey's administration. The initial survey cover letter also provided
accurate information to residents about Clinton County's park, recreation and open space assets. These included what the State of
Michigan and some local jurisdictions provide for park, recreation and open space opportunities in Clinton County.

Since the time that this needs assessment was conducted in late 2001/early 2002, the Clinton County set major priorities in its first
plan for Parks, Recreation and Open Space. Those priorities included providing water based recreation opportunities and non-
motorized trail and transportation opportunities. As part of the 2007 Clinton County Needs Assessment, a report was provided to the
1,000 registered voters randomly selected for the sample as follows:

Summary of the 2003-2007 Clinton County Park, Recreation and Open Space Plan and Actions Related to the Plan
Chuck Nelson, Clinton County Green Space Commission Chair
August 20, 2007

1. The county’s first park, recreation and open space plan was developed during 2002 and adopted in November of 2002 by the Clinton
County Board of Commissioners. Much of it was based on the response of citizens to a questionnaire similar to this one, sent to a sample
of 1,000 registered voters during 2002. From the 57% who responded, it was clear that voters wanted the county to develop a park,
recreation and open space plan that focused on providing a system of non-motorized trails and transportation opportunities, public access
to water based recreation opportunities (e.g. area rivers) and the conservation of open space and nature. They also encouraged the county
to seek public and private grant dollars to help fund this acquisition and development.




CLINTON COUNTY PARK, RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE PLAN CHAPTER 4

Those directions were the centerpiece of the 2003-2007 Plan that has guided the county the past 5 years and will soon be out-of-force. Key
actions based on the plan include:

1. The 2006 acquisition of Motz Park, a 42-acre site on DeWitt Road (just south of French Road) that includes a 17 acre lake. The
majority of the purchase price was paid for with a $258,000 Michigan Natural Resources Trust Fund (MNRTF) grant (money set
aside per Michigan’s Constitution from oil and gas leases and royalties on state-owned land to only be used to buy and develop
public outdoor recreation opportunities). Searles Construction, Clinton County Pheasants Forever and the Clinton County Road
Commission have been most helpful in establishing vegetative cover to control erosion. Currently, the County has a development
grant application under review with the DNR for $466,000 from the MNRTF as part of a $660,000 development plan. The grant
would fund facility development at Motz County Park including a swimming beach, bathhouse, picnic pavilions and other
recreational facilities. A pledge of $50,000 in the form of a 1:1 challenge grant has been received from county resident and
business person Leon Searles. However, based on state MNRTF rules, no development using the challenge grant monies may be
performed prior to the receipt of the MNRTF development grant if the money is to be used as match. This has restricted the
County’s ability to immediately develop the site. The County is looking forward to a successful MNRTF grant award to finance the
development of Motz Park.

2. In 2005, representatives from the Clinton County Green Space Commission, in cooperation with others from lonia and Shiawassee
Counties, approached the Meijer Foundation for a grant to acquire and develop a non-motorized rail-trail on the 42 mile abandoned
rail right-of-way that parallels M21 from Owosso to lonia. This property is owned by the Straits Corporation and 24 miles are in
Clinton County. The Meijer Foundation was most gracious and agreed to a grant of $1.125 million for the three counties, which
could be used on a per mile basis by the individual counties ($26,785 per mile) or jointly if a multi-governmental organization was
created. The stipulations of the grant are that funds be matched at the rate of one or more dollars (which can be from other grant
sources such as the MNRTF or federal Transportation Enhancement Funds) for every three Meijer dollars and that the trail’s name
includes “Fred Meijer”. Further, the Meijer Foundation also allowed that Meijer monies remaining after development could be
used for a trail maintenance endowment fund. Currently, the State of Michigan is in the process of purchasing the entire ROW and
is working with the counties to develop a management agreement under which the individual counties or a multi-county
organization would develop and manage the trail. All acquisition funds have come from Federal Transportation Enhancement
dollars and the MNRTF, with only $50,000 of Meijer Foundation funds and $11,200 of Clinton County Green Space budget and
$7,800 from the other two counties spent on title review. In 2006 the Clinton County Board of Commissioners held a public
hearing concerning the potential rail-trail. Over 200 people attended, showing strong support for the trail’s acquisition,
development and operation.

3. A river access site on the Maple River in Duplain Township (French and St. Clair Rds.) was purchased by Clinton County to
facilitate canoeing, kayaking and fishing on the Maple. Development will take place in 2008. This helps link the park in the Village
of Ovid (where county funds were used to gravel the canoe launch to protect against erosion and improve access) and the DuPlain
Township Park in the Village of Elsie at the dam. Further downstream, the Michigan DNR provides multiple access points on the
Maple. The Green Space Commission is also assisting the Friends of the Maple River and the Village of Maple Rapids to develop
an additional access site in Maple Rapids the village would operate.




4. In cooperation with the Clinton County Road Commission, Green Space Commission members and volunteers in 2007 are helping
measure road and shoulder widths on county roadways identified by the Green Space Commission and the Road Commission as
valuable for bicycling and other non-motorized transportation uses. Approximately 100 miles of roadway have been identified as
valuable for non-motorized transportation and will be measured. This will help guide the expenditures of funds the county Road
Commission already annually receives from the state for the sole purpose of non-motorized transportation improvement.

Presently, Clinton County operates one park, Motz Park, and the 4-H Fairgrounds. Motz Park is currently undeveloped but is open to
the public and encompasses 42 acres with a 17 acre lake located within the park. The 4-H Fairgrounds are undergoing considerable
renovation and expansion to meet growing recreational needs for community uses of gathering spaces, outdoor expositions and
educational events and sites for outdoor recreation including environmental interpretation and non-motorized trails (including
opportunities for equestrian use). The focus of this 2007 needs assessment was to inform citizens about the progress made on the
2003-07 plan and ask their guidance in development of the 2008-12 plan.

Methods

A mail survey of 1,000 randomly selected registered voters was conducted. The voters were selected from a list maintained by
Clinton County of all households with one or more registered voter. The list contained the names and addresses of approximately
21,000 households with the registered voter with the highest alphabetical order name listed. This means that a household with 3
registered voters had the same chance as a household with one registered voter to be sampled. Using the software program
Microsoft Access, a random sample of 1,000 households with the name and address of a registered voter for each was selected. This
amounted to approximately 5% of the households in the county with one or more registered voters being randomly sampled.

A sub-committee of GSC members designed the 18-question survey with review by the entire GSC, the Chair of the Clinton County
Board of Commissioners and the Clinton County Administrator. It was first mailed to the sample with an accompanying cover letter,
a summary of the 2003-2007 plan and actions related to that plan and a business reply envelope on August 20, 2007. A reminder
postcard was sent to all non-respondents on September 13, 2007. A second mailing of the survey with a revised cover letter and
business reply envelope was mailed on September 20, 2007 to non-respondents. Those sampled were promised confidentiality, had
the purpose of the survey clearly presented and were apprised of appropriate contacts for questions or concerns. A cutoff date of
October 4, 2007 to accept responses was applied as results were scheduled to be available at the end of October. A copy of the
survey instrument, cover letter and the postcard reminder is available in Appendix A.



Data was entered and analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). Open-ended comments at the end of
the survey were recorded verbatim with some effort to improve spelling. They are provided in Appendix A.

Results

Of the 1,000 names, 64 had invalid addresses according to the US Postal Service, typically due to forwarding order expired, no such
person, address unknown or deceased. Of the remaining 936, 391 (41.7%) responded and completed the questionnaire. Another
seven (7) responded they weren't completing the questionnaire, as they felt it was not appropriate for them or they had no interest.

Importance of Outdoor Recreation

When asked to rate the importance of outdoor recreation to their household, 51% of the respondents felt that outdoor recreation is
very important to them, 32% that it was moderately important, 11% that it was slightly important and 5% that it was unimportant.

Current Activities of Residents

Residents are active in a wide variety of outdoor recreation pursuits in Clinton County. In terms of sports, one or more household
members are most likely to participate in golf, playground activities or baseball/softball (Table 4). For trail activities, participation
rates are generally higher than sports with almost three fourths of the households involved in walking/hiking and forty-three percent
in bicycling on roads/trails (Table 5). For water based activities, more than half swim and fish in Clinton County (Table 6).
Concerning more general activities, scenic driving, nature viewing and picnicking are done by half of households (Table 7). For
special event activities more than half of households attended outdoor fair/festival and art/craft show (Table 8) and for winter
activities almost one-third participated in sledding/tobogganing (Table 9). In terms of all the outdoor recreation activity reported,
half or more of the reporting households had one or more participants in walking outdoors, swimming, fishing, viewing nature,
taking scenic drives, attending an outdoor fair or festival, attending an outdoor craft show and picnicking.



Table 4. Percentage of resident households with one or more members participating in selected sports during the past year in
Clinton County.

Games and Sports activity Percentage

Golf 38.3%
Playground activities 37.8
Baseball/softball 26.1
Outdoor basketball 25.1
Soccer 14.5
Beach volleyball 11.9
Tennis 10.7
Disc golf 4.8

Table 5. Percentage of resident households with one or more members participating in selected trail activities during the past
year in Clinton County.

Trail activity Percentage
Walk/hike 73.1%
Paved road/trail bicycling 43.4
Walk pet 36.8
Run/jog 21.8
Mountain biking 17.3
In-line skating 9.9
Horseback ride 8.4

Table 6. Percentage of resident households with one or more members participating in selected water activities during the
past year in Clinton County.

Water activity Percentage
Swim 62.9%
Fish 53.6
Sunbathe 41.4
Canoe/kayak 36.5

Power boat 27.7




Table 7. Percentage of resident households with one or more members participating in selected general recreation
activities during the past year in Clinton County.

General recreation activity Percentage
Scenic drive 65.0%
Nature observation/wildlife viewing 63.2
Picnic 50.0
Camp 43.9
Hunt 36.8
Mushroom/berry picking 27.7
Archery shoot 19.5
Skeet/target shoot 16.5

Table 8. Percentage of resident households with one or more members participating in selected special event activities during the
past year in Clinton County.

Special event activity Percentage
Attend outdoor fair/festival 65.7%
Attend outdoor art/craft show 58.1
Attend outdoor concert 457

Table 9. Percentage of resident households with one or more members participating in selected winter recreation activities during
the past year in Clinton County.

Winter recreation activity Percentage
Sled/toboggan 32.7%
Ice skate 18.8

Cross country ski 15.2




Most Important Activities

Residents were asked to list their first and second most important activity that they participated in, in the past 12 months. The two
most important activities to residents was walking/hiking (22.5%) and paved road/trail bicycling (11.9%). The two second most
important activities to residents were also walking/hiking (10.9%) and paved road/trail bicycling (8.2%) (Table 10).

Table 10. First and Second Most Important Activities.

Most Important Activity First Most Second Either

Important Most First or

Important Second

Important
Percentage  Percentage Percentage

Walk/hike 22.5% 10.9% 33.4%
Paved road/trail bicycle 11.9 8.2 20.1
Camp 5.2 3.9 9.1
Swim 5.2 6.9 12.1
Fish 4.9 6.3 11.2
Hunt 4.9 3.6 8.5
Playground activities 4.6 5.9 10.5
Nature observation/wildlife viewing 4.6 5.3 9.9
None 4.0 4.3 8.3
Water activities 3.3 2.3 5.6
Walk pet 2.7 3.3 6.0
Picnic 2.4 2.3 4.7
Trail activities 2.4 3.3 5.7
Golf 2.1 2.3 4.4
General activities 15 2.3 3.8
Attend outdoor fair/festival 15 2.6 4.1
Canoe/kayak 1.5 2.6 4.1
Horseback ride 15 0.7 2.2

Attend outdoor concert 1.2 3.3 4.5




Scenic drive
Games and sports
Baseball/softball
Run/jog
Snowmabile
Special events
Mountain biking
Dog park

Power boat

Disc golf

Ice skate

Beach

Family activities
Cross country ski
Sled/toboggan

Attend outdoor art/craft show

Soccer

Archery shoot
Skeet/target shoot
Beach volleyball
Natural area preserve
Nature trails

Sport courts
Sunbathe

Winter activities
Mushroom/berry picking
Outdoor basketball
Total

100.0%

1.3
0.7
2.0
2.3
1.0
1.0
0.7
0.7
0.3
1.6
1.6
1.3
1.3
0.3
0.7
0.7
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
100.0%

2.5
1.2
1.9
3.2
0.9
3.2
1.9
0.6
1.6
1.3
1.3
0.6
0.3
1.9
1.9
1.6
1.6
0.6
1.0
0.7
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
NA




Attributes Preferred in a County Park System

Residents, when choosing a park or other recreational site for their household, rated cleanliness, safety and security and the
presence of natural features such as trees and wildlife as the most important attributes (Table 11). The specific activities offered, the
programs available and the price were less important. However, all of the attributes except programs had a majority of respondents
rate them as extremely or highly important.

Table 11. Importance rating of selected attributes in choosing a park for Clinton County residents. @

Percent
Attribute Mean Extremely Very Moderately Slightly Not
rating important important important important  important

Cleanliness 4.5 64.6% 28.8% 4.5% 0.5% 1.6%
Safety and security 4.4 61.9 23.0 11.9 1.1 2.1
Wildlife/trees/nature 4.1 35.7 44.7 15.6 1.9 2.1
Friendly staff 4.0 32.3 42.0 19.7 3.2 2.7
Facilities (shelters, courts, etc.) 3.9 26.8 42.2 24.1 3.5 3.5
Overall beauty of site 3.9 23.5 50.3 22.5 1.3 2.4
Price of admission 3.8 30.1 30.3 29.8 6.4 3.5
Not crowded 3.8 26.4 36.1 30.7 4.0 2.7
Activities available (swim, etc.) 3.6 25.5 34.9 25.2 7.5 7.0
Programs (nature ed., events, etc.) 3.2 9.5 28.2 38.5 16.0 7.9

@ Rating scale: Extremely important = 5; Very important = 4; Moderately important =3; Slightly important = 2; Not at all important = 1



Clinton County Directions

Residents were asked to rate their level of support for three (3) different directions Clinton County could take regarding land
acquisition. The highest support was to acquire land for foot/bike trails with acquiring land for open space/green space conservation
being the second highest. When the question was reversed to ask about support for not acquiring land for outdoor recreation, only
149% of respondents supported no acquisition of land for public outdoor recreation or open space (Table 12).

Table 12. Support rating for selected directions for Clinton County land acquisition. @

Percent
Direction Mean Strongly Moderately  Neither support  Moderately  Strongly
rating support support nor oppose oppose oppose

Acquire land for foot/bike trails 4.1 46.9% 28.8% 18.4% 2.6% 3.4%
Acquire Ia_nd for open space/green space 4.0 38.3 323 3.9 26 36
conservation
Acquire land for water based recreation 3.8 32.0 31.5 26.6 4.7 5.2
Do not_acquwe land for public outdgor 21 6.0 79 234 20.2 425
recreation or open space conservation

(a) Rating scale: Strongly support=5; Moderately support=4; Neither support nor oppose=3; Moderately oppose=2; Strongly oppose=1

Cooperation with Townships, Cities and Villages in the County

Residents were told that Clinton County Green Space Commission had partnered with some townships, villages and cities over the
past five (5) years to develop or improve recreation opportunities, including providing technical assistance in planning and grant
application preparation. Residents were then asked whether they thought that Clinton County should continue and expand this
cooperation of which almost three fourths of residents (74.7%) thought that they should while nineteen percent (19%) were not
sure and four percent (4%) did not think that this cooperation should continue.



Visitation of Clinton Counties Website

Residents were given the URL to the Clinton County website for Green Space/Park and Recreation and asked whether they had
visited this site prior to receiving the questionnaire. Only four percent (3.6%) had visited the website. Of those respondents forty-
seven percent (46.7%) thought that the website was “good” while thirty-three percent (33.3%) thought that is was “OK”. This
suggests that the website needs greater visibility among County residents.

General Direction Options

Residents were highly supportive of park development options that provided access to local rivers, streams and lakes, and the
development of non-motorized trails (Table 13). Eighty-four percent (84%) supported the development of additional non-motorized
trails and 81% of additional access to local waters. There was very little opposition with only 5% opposing trail development and 3%
opposing water access site development. Non-motorized transportation cooperation was supported by 58% of respondents, with
35% neutral and 8% in opposition.

Table 13. Rating of support for selected situations for development of a Clinton County park system. ©®

Percent
Option Me_an Strongly Moderately Neutral Moderately Strongly
rating | support support oppose oppose

Non-motorized trails (walk, 4.3 57.4% 26.4% 11.4% 1.3% 3.6%
bicycle, etc.)
Access to local 4.3 49.0 32.3 15.9 1.0 1.8
rivers/streams/lakes
Non-motorized transportation 3.8 28.6 29.1 34.6 3.4 4.2
cooperation with County Road
Commission (road biking)

C) Rating scale: Strongly oppose=1; Moderately oppose=2; Neutral=3; Moderately support=4; Strongly support= 5

Residents were then asked in an open-ended question what one most important additional direction they would suggest for Clinton
County besides the options listed above. Ninety-one (91) residents responded to this question. The most common suggestion just
reiterated more/better non-motorized trails (18.6%). The second most stated direction was for the County to build more
facilities/parks in general (10.8%) (Table 14).



Table 14. Additional important directions for Clinton County to take.

Direction Percent
More/better non-motorized trails 18.6%
More facilities/parks 10.8
Better maintenance/cleaner 8.4
More activities/education 7.8
None/nothing/don’t know 7.8
More water access 7.2
More conservation/protection 4.8
Water park/splash pad 4.8
Camping facilities 4.2
More/better motorized trails 3.6
More hunting areas 3.0
Acquire more land 2.4
Dogs parks/pet friendly facilities 2.4
Options in question eight are the most important 1.8
Better handicap access 1.2
Other (a) 10.8
Total 100.0%

(a) Includes: bathroom in the city park open when the park is open, not simply when there is a festival or fair
going on; clean water for people to drink while hiking; close down all county activities in park, recreation and
open space and disband any boards or commissions involved in this; do not spend tax dollars, grants, etc.;
eliminate the thinking that we need designated bike lanes on rural/urban roads. Bicycles are covered under state
law as vehicles. What we need is better training/enforcement of existing laws and regulations for bicyclists and
drivers; finding ways for park development to be privately funded; | am all for this as long as monies are not
taken away from more important opportunities; | don't like bikes on roads; It's too bad the railroad tracks are
gone. Recreation and educational trips would have been great; Limit spending of short funds on recreation;
Limited commercial development; Publication of any new/additions/changes/map; safety; saving money,
excessive taxes; teach road etiquette; try to get more public input; west.



4-H Fairgrounds

One long-term county asset with recreational benefits is the 4-H Fairgrounds. Since the previous plan there have been significant
renovations and improvements to the fairgrounds. However, many of these improvements have included infrastructure such as
upgraded utilities that are not readily visible to the public. Residents were asked if they visited the fairgrounds in the past 12
months. Almost half (48.7%) reported that they had. Of those respondents that had visited the fairgrounds, seventy-eight percent
(78.2%) rated the fairground changes as very good or good (rating scale: 1=very good; 2=good; 3=0K; 4=poor; 5=very poor). The
mean rating was 1.9. Respondents were then asked in an open-ended question what the most important reason was for their rating.
The two most commonly stated responses were the new buildings/facilities (15.6%) and the better access/layout/sidewalks (14.8%)
(Table 15). Respondents who had visited the fairgrounds in the past 12 months were then asked an open-ended question about
what one most important additional improvement that could be made at the 4-H fairgrounds. The most common response was more
parking/better access (18.7%) (Table 16).

Table 15. Reasons for rating of changes at 4-H Fairgrounds.

Reason Percentage
New buildings/facilities 15.6%
Better access/layout/sidewalks 14.8
Appearance/attractiveness 11.5
Clean 9.8
Not aware of the changes 9.0
Programs/activities 7.4
Better parking/roads 5.7
Not clean 3.3
More green space 3.3
Doing a good job 3.3
Lack of parking 2.5
Changes were needed 2.5
Other (a) 11.5
Total 100.0%

(a) Includes: 4-H member; children are our future; | attended girls baseball games at this site/not fair; important to
family; kids (2); it was find the way it was; larger not better; more food options/more fans; need more publication
of what's going on; our children and grandchildren come to attend with us; to get something | like in the area; we
just moved to Michigan.



Table 16. One most important additional improvement to 4-H Fairgrounds.

Improvement Percentage
More parking/better access 18.7%
Don’t know/nothing/not sure/keep up the good work 18.7
Renovate Smith Hall 7.7
Better/more bathrooms 6.6
More activities/programs/shows 6.6
Better bleachers/benches/tables 5.5
More/better shelter for animals 5.5
More space/land/buildings 5.5
Better maintenance 4.4
Camping facilities 3.3
Renovate Peck Hall 2.2
Water fountains 2.2
More non-motorized trails 2.2
Youth activities 2.2
New horse area 1.1
Other (a) 7.7
Total 100.0%

(a) Includes: as a school for nature; keep the road off Townsend Rd. to Sickles St. open during the day; leave it
alone; lower prices; needs more shade (tree planting); space should have been bought centrally located so that
all Clinton County area residents could use this for larger events such as Mint Festival, OX roast, car shows,
etc.; things for the A/C in the food building.

Demographics of Respondents

The majority of respondents (59.5%) were female. Respondent ages ranged from 19 - 105, with the average being 51.7 years. Of
the respondents, the largest age group was 45-55 (22.2%) (Table 17). Of the respondent households, 19.7% had one person 19 or
over, 65.2% had two and 15.1% had from three to six. Thirty-seven percent (37%) of the respondent households had children
under 18, while 63% had no children in the home. Of those households with children, 35% had one child, 37% had two, 19% had
three and 9% had four to six. Eight percent (7.7%) stated that there was in individual who lived in the house that had a disability



that impairs participation in major life functions such as work or recreation. These demographics closely parallel those found in the
2000 Census for Clinton County households.

Respondents often had considerable longevity in Clinton County. The average respondent had lived in Clinton County 29 years, with
30% residing 10 or fewer years, 13% residing 11-20 years, 15% residing 21-30 years and 42% residing 31-95 years. In terms of
location in the county, DeWitt City/Township, Bath/Bath Township and the City of St. Johns accounted for 44% of the respondents.
The rest were more widely distributed over the county (Table 18). When asked if they owned their own home, 93% responded
affirmatively.

Table 17. Age.

Age Group Percentage
19 0.5%
20-24 1.9
25-34 14.3
35-44 18.8
45-54 22.2
55-59 7.9
60-64 10.6
65-74 15.9
75-84 6.1
85 + 1.9

Total 100.0%







CLINTON COUNTY PARK, RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE PLAN CHAPTER 4

Open-ended Comments

At the end of the questionnaire, respondents were provided an opportunity for additional comments concerning parks, recreation
and open space. Of the 391 respondents, 138 (35.3%) provided such comments. These comments are found in Appendix A.

Discussion

Most Clinton County residents are interested in parks, recreation and open space issues and are actively involved in outdoor
recreation pursuits. They are supportive of the directions of acquiring and developing water based recreation and non-motorized
trails. This approach focuses on nature based recreation opportunities, the conservation of open space and its values for
environmental quality, wildlife and agriculture and the current recreational habits and interests of Clinton County residents. Many
respondents noted that Clinton County is losing the rural, agricultural and natural resource attributes that make it a desirable place
to live, work and raise a family. They believe now is the time to take steps to insure that open space and its values are a significant
part of Clinton County's future and a key feature of this region's quality of life.

The next challenge is to effectively respond to the needs expressed by the range of residents through a comprehensive Parks,
Recreation and Open Space Plan for the future that builds on the natural resource assets of the county, is fiscally sound and meets
the needs of current and future residents. This will require continued interaction and dialogue with the broad range people and
interests in Clinton County.
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