
TRI‐COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 

Guidance for Public Participation at Meetings of the Full Commission 

Tri‐County Regional Planning Commission (TCRPC) is committed to providing equitable and inclusive 

opportunity for concerned citizens and organizations to comment. If you wish to offer comment in 

general or on any specific item on the TCRPC agenda, please complete and submit the card below to the 

meeting clerk. 

PLEASE consider the following recommendations to assure that your comments are meaningful and 

effective: 

The Commission limits speakers to a maximum of 3 minutes and one comment per a meeting.   

All comments are directed to the Chairperson of the TCRPC. State your specific concern or 

recommendation clearly and concisely. Dialogue with the Commissioners, staff, or others is 

inappropriate and discouraged. 

Please minimize redundancy by offering comments that are new and have not been raised before. If 

previous speakers have already raised concerns similar to yours, simply note that you concur. 

The TCRPC entertains recommendations from its committees. The TCRPC committees hold open public 

meetings and offer public comment opportunities at those meetings.  A full reiteration of concerns 

raised at earlier public meetings of TCRPC committees is discouraged. 

Written comments submitted to the Commission automatically become part of the public record and 

can be considered by the Commissioners in their decision making. It is unnecessary to also read them 

aloud. 

                           

TRI‐COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 

PUBLIC COMMENT REGISTRATION 

 

NAME: 

 

ADDRESS: 

 

ORGANIZATION REPRESENTED (IF APPLICABLE): 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT TOPIC/CONCERN: 

 



April 21, 2011 

Tri-County Regional Planning Commission 
913 W Holmes Road, Suite 201 
Lansing, Michigan 48910 
 
Dear Commission Members, 

I am writing to strongly encourage you to vote “yes” in support of moving the Waverly / Grand 

River Regional Recreational Pathway project on to the Illustrative List during your meeting on 

Wednesday, April 27th. This project deserves a chance to succeed. If funding and agreements 

are secured, it could significantly improve safety and accessibility for bicyclists and pedestrians 

travelling to various public and private assets in Southwest Lansing and parts of Lansing 

Township.  

I live in the Moores Park neighborhood on the near-south side of Lansing. I am a cyclist and a 

runner, and have attempted to travel by bicycle from my home in Moores Park to the Westside 

YMCA, where I am a member. The section of Waverly Road in question for these improvements 

is a safety nightmare. My trip was a harrowing experience, and something I will never try again. I 

fear for those less-fortunate among us that don’t have any other option but to travel this route 

by foot or by bike to get to work or home.  

I’d like to talk through four key points that summarize why I support this project: 

First, contrary to the claims of some, this is project would connect several regional destinations. 

This includes the City of Lansing’s Grand River and Frances Parks, the Michigan Princess, the 

Westside YMCA, DeepDale Memorial Gardens, and businesses along Waverly Road at Old 

Lansing Road, among others. It would also connect several existing and proposed non-motorized 

routes, including a project that the Ingham County Road Commission is turning dirt on this 

summer. 

Second, this is not a “rush job”. In fact, Waverly Road has been identified by TCRPC as a priority 

corridor for non-motorized improvements since 1981. Two years ago, in March 2009, the Lansing 

Walk and Bike Taskforce took public input from hundreds of people on areas that needed non-

motorized improvements across the City of Lansing. This corridor was identified during those 

sessions by the public as one of the top areas needing improvements (see attached map, with 

highlights).   

Third, this is a forward-looking project. Budgetary issues are forcing communities across 

Michigan to find ways to work with their neighbors to improve and invest in quality of life. It’s 

not always easy to do, but regional cooperation is part of the solution. Let’s give this a chance.  

Finally, as a 30-something living in Lansing that understands the mindset of my generation, I will 

note that this is a potential investment in the kind of assets that will make this region attractive 

and competitive in a 21st century economy.  Young families looking to purchase homes are 



turning to cities, particularly those that are walkable, as desirable places to live. No one wants to 

push a stroller through a muddy ditch. This project would be a draw for families looking to call 

Southwest Lansing and Lansing Township home. 

For those reasons, I urge you to vote in support of adding this to the Illustrative List. Let’s trust 

our local governments to do the work to come to an agreement, and give this a fighting chance. 

Thank you for considering my letter. 

Sincerely, 

Rory L. Neuner 
907 Britten Ave 
Lansing, Michigan 48910 
Member, Walk and Bike Lansing Taskforce 
Appointee, Michigan Complete Streets Advisory Council 
 

 

 



 Summary of Pedestrian and Bicycle Public Input 
March 30, 2009  

Oakland/Saginaw traffic 
speeds high, needs bike 
facilities and complete 

sidewalk network 

Downtown not bike friendly 
Needs bike parking  

Difficult to cross river & 

I-496 on foot or bike 

Mt. Hope needs bike 
facility and complete 

sidewalk network  

Extend Kalamazoo St. bike 

lanes through downtown  

Logan Square area 

not ped or bike friendly 

Waverly & Old Lansing 
Rds. Need sidewalks 

Old Town area 

nice but access to 
area needs 

improvement 

Extend River Trail.  

Improve connections to 
Neighborhoods & Roads 

Improve Maintenance  

Lk Lansing Rd needs 
bike & ped facilities, 

esp. at US-127 Wood St needs 
sidewalks 

Need to complete 
bike & ped network 

around schools 

Frandor Area 
Good bus service 

Not walk or bike friendly 

Poor accessibility 
Needs bike parking 

Michigan Ave 

Sidewalk needs 
maint under US-127 

Needs bike facility 

Kalamazoo bike lane 
needs better 

sweeping/plowing 

Improve Cedar St. 

pedestrian connectivity 

Add bike facility to 
Mt. Hope Ave. 

River Trail is a great 

facility, esp. through Hawk 

Island & Scott Woods 

Need connectivity along 

Cavanaugh Rd from 
Hawk Island to 

neighborhoods 

Improve Aurelius Rd. 

bike lanes 

Cedar/Penn/Edgewood 
area needs connectivity to 

south Lansing 

Bike facility needed along 
Washington from south 

end to downtown 

Add sidewalks and bike 
lanes on Pleasant 

Grove Rd. 

Need sidewalks and 

bike lanes on Waverly 
Rd. 

Need ped & bike 

crossings & facilities 

Need ped & bike 
crossings & facilities 

Need connectivity 

between neighborhood & 

east side of Waverly 

Add bike lanes to 

Holmes Rd. 
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TCRPC TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS  

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS ABOUT THE  

THE ILLUSTRATIVE LIST 
 

What is the Illustrative list (IL) and what are the implications for including a project in it? 

The IL is a list of transportation projects from across the region that are being considered or proposed for possible future 

implementation. They do not have funding committed and may be thin on engineering details, but including them in the 

regional IL can offer them up for regional discussion and consideration.  Including a project in the IL recognizes that the 

project is planned by its implementing agency (municipality) and that it may be eligible for or even already be applying 

for federal or state funds. Federal transportation laws (SAFETEA‐LU) require that the region (TCRPC) balance 

transportation projects in a regional vision that considers financial constraint as well as air quality impacts and funding. 

The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) document is that balanced project list. Including projects in the IL can 

provide the region with a forward look at possible future additions to the TIP.  

 

Does inclusion in the IL ensure the project will be funded and move to construction? 

No. State and federal funding require that the project go through its municipality’s public review processes and be 

budgeted for the necessary matching funds prior to release of federal or state funds. Also, the federal and state funds 

cannot be released or provided to a project until it has been added to and balanced for funding and environmental 

quality against and with the regional project list, the TIP.  

 

Does inclusion in the IL improve the chance that a project will be funded and move to construction? 

Inclusion in the IL can provide a project with an advantage for inclusion in the TIP. If the project can secure funding, a 

process for “administrative amendments” can allow TCRPC staff to add funded projects to the TIP and does not require 

extensive public review and participation. However, TCRPC staff is careful to always bring controversial projects back for 

Commission review before moving them forward into the TIP. 

 

If TCRPC approves adding a project to the Illustrative list, is the implementing agency (municipality) at that site 

required to pay for/provide match to the project?  No. TCRPC does not direct or control a local municipality’s funding 

decisions. Projects in the IL do not need to have secured funding. If they do secure funding, they can move forward to be 

in the TIP. But, in order to get funding from the State/Federal sources, the municipality must assure the state that the 

required matching funds will be provided. If they do not, the funding will not be released and the project cannot move 

forward. 

 

Who is allowed to submit a project to the TIP? 

Applications to amend the TIP come from staff, departments, and sometimes elected officials from Act 51 designated 

communities which own and maintain roads and/or transit agencies. Any amendment requests can be considered by 

TCRPC staff and committees. TCRPC must assume that a city/county department head has the authority or privilege 

granted by its own municipality to represent it and to submit projects to the IL and to the TIP.  At present, TCRPC 

assumes that a project submitted by a municipal department meets the approval of its own municipality. TCRPC has no 

authority to require or evaluate the quality of the public involvement offered by a municipality during its internal 

consideration of a proposed project. However, TCRPC Commissioners are concerned that goals of public transportation 

and involvement are met. Every meeting of the TCRPC and its committees is open to all and includes opportunities for 

public comment.  



TRI‐COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT 
Commission Action Requested 4/27/11: Addition of the Waverly/Grand River Regional Recreational 
Pathway Project to the TCRPC regional Illustrative List of the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
 

TCRPC Committees Reviews:  TRC voted 4‐4 to recommend inclusion into the IL. (motion failed) and 

CARTS Technical Committee voted 21‐1 to recommended inclusion in the IL (motion carried). 

Description of Proposed Project: Waverly/Grand River Regional Recreational Pathway Project  
The proposed project consists of three distinct elements:  

1) Reconfigure Mt. Hope Avenue from four lanes to three lanes with bike lanes.  
2) Reconfigure the four lane boulevard section of Moore’s River Drive (Mt. Hope to Waverly) as a two lane roadway 
with bike lanes along the south side of the right of way, remove the sea wall along the Grand River and replace 
with sloping embankment and path to provide a utilitarian link from Waverly Road to the bike lanes proposed and 
a recreational link to the existing path along Moore’s River Drive.  
3) Provide a shared use path on the east side of Waverly Rd from the Grand River to Old Lansing Rd and on the 
north side of Old Lansing Road from Waverly Road to the east corner of Grand River Park. This section is in Lansing 
Township. Parts along Waverly Rd constrained by an embankment, so more right of way would be acquired. An 
existing sidewalk from the YMCA east would be widened and a new multi‐use path added from Waverly Rd to the 
YMCA.   
  This project is part of a larger non‐motorized plan for the area that includes the 2011 Ingham County Road 
Commission Waverly Rd reconstruction project from I‐96 to Jolly Road; A 2011 Lansing project to extend bike lanes 
north to Glenburne Blvd. and a pathway on the east side of Waverly Rd.; a proposed pathway on the Consumer’s 
Energy Right of Way from Waverly Road to US‐127 and future bike lanes on Jolly Road from Waverly Road to east 
of Pleasant Grove Road  
LOCATION:  

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

A Summary of Public Comments received by TCRPC during committee meetings: 

YMCA of Lansing, in favor 

Mr. Ballenger, Waverly Hills Neighborhood Assoc. President  (emails)– opposed 

Mr. Ballenger, Waverly Hills Association, notice that Lansing Twp trustees vote to withdraw support‐ “case closed”. 

Waverly Hills Association (Lansing Twp.) Petition Against the $1,300,000 spending spree “Side walk to No‐Where (and 

Bicycle Road)‐ 43 signatures 

Area resident‐ Opposes the project due to cost and comments that the issue may have racial or other factors 

 

LEGEND 
Red‐ proposed pathway 
Yellow‐proposed road lane reconfiguration 
Blue‐ exisiting river trail 
Blue dashed‐ potential future river trail 
Purple‐proposed road configuration with pathway 
Green‐ 2011 Waverly shared use path (Jolly to Moores River Dr)
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MINUTES
Executive/Personnel Committee 

 
Date:  April 20, 2011 (Wednesday) at 3:00 p.m. 
Place:  913 W. Holmes Road, Suite 201, Lansing MI (TCRPC’s Offices) 
 
Members Present: David Pohl, Howard Pizzo, Dianne Holman, Carol Wood 
 
Staff Present:  Susan M.C. Pigg, Greg Hoffman, Maria Habba 
 
The meeting was called to order by Ch/Pohl at approximately 3:05 p.m.   

 
I. Discussion: TCRPC Commission & Committee Meetings 

A)  Procedures: Executive Director Pigg distributed draft guidance for public 
comment based on TCRPC’s public comment procedures.  The need to provide 
specific guidance on public comment derived from recent committee meeting 
discussions.  Ms. Pigg noted that there is a growing interest from the public on 
transportation projects and she wants to ensure that public comment 
opportunities are fair and equitable.  There was discussion on when during 
meetings public comments should be accepted.  There was consensus to offer 
public comment at the beginning and end of full Commission meetings.  
Committees may choose to use the outlined guidance at their discretion.   
 

C/Pizzo reiterated that the role of the Commission should not include debating 
the merits of projects.  Ms. Pigg offered to provide clarity on controversial 
projects by providing a staff report summarizing questions raised during 
committee meetings.  She will include a summary of the request and implications.  
Ms. Pigg will also provide a list of frequently asked questions with regard to 
adding transportation to the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and the 
TIP illustrative list, since there seems to be ongoing confusion about that.  The 
Committee concurred.  There was discussion on the role of the Capital Area 
Regional Transportation Study (CARTS) Technical Committee, the Transportation 
Review Committee (TRC) and the Commission. 

 
C/Wood expressed concerns with an individual municipality submitting 
applications for projects that involve other municipalities who may or may not be 
in support of moving such applications forward.  She asked if TCRPC has a policy in 
place to address these specific issues.  Ch/Pohl said from his perspective the 
Commission should be evaluating proposed projects based on regional 
significance.   
 
There was discussion on making a checklist available to show that projects have 
gone through the appropriate steps in the transportation planning process prior to 
asking for Commission approval.  There was also discussion on reviewing the 
TCRPC administrative change policies.   

 
      (Over) 
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B) Future Topics/Guest Speakers:  Suggestions on future topics/guest speakers are as follows.   
  ‐ Invite locals to discuss specific projects 
  ‐ Invite Road Commission managers to discuss projects 
  ‐ Invite Allen Jeffries, Head of Senate Fiscal, to discuss short and long term funding issues 
  ‐ Invite speaker about the Capital City Airport developments and their foreign trade center 
 

II. Review April 27, 2011 TCRPC Draft Meeting Agenda 
Ms. Pigg reviewed the draft agenda.  She noted that agenda items have been rearranged to allow for 
ample time to discuss the transportation items.  The City of Lansing EDC withdrew its requested 
amendment to the CEDS pending further information to consider project changes.  Action will be 
requested to adopt the Tri‐County Urban Service Management Study Recommendations as 
recommended by the Regional Growth Steering Committee.  C/Wood recommended that the clauses 
“therefore be it resolved” should be carefully written.   

 
III. Office Location: Draft Review and Proposal 

Ms. Pigg distributed a proposal to move TCRPC offices which included background information on the 
current lease, concerns/issues regarding existing office space, criteria for a new office, impacts/issues, 
next action steps, and a summary of possible sites based on information collected to date.  Staff is 
working with a non‐exclusive broker representative to serve as a buyer representative who will search 
for properties and help staff/Commission negotiate an agreement with a potential landlord.  There was 
discussion and consensus to have the Executive Director provide 3‐5 locations of interest based on the 
criteria.  The Committee will tour the recommended facilities to provide a recommendation to the 
Commission.  Ms. Pigg recommended that the TCRPC offices move prior to expiration of the current 
lease, if the Commission is in favor of moving.   
 

IV. Status Reports 
 Membership Dues Letter – Letters have been mailed.  Ms. Pigg included in the letters that TCRPC has 

not raised their dues over the past four years.  She also took the opportunity to mention the 
outstanding work TCRPC has accomplished over the years. 
   

 Munetrix ‐ There was discussion on the Munetrix presentation.  The Committee requested a 
breakdown of Commission and local municipality costs to operate this tool.  Ms. Pigg will contact 
Munetrix to prepare a written proposal for the May meeting.  C/Holman requested that we ask 
about the possibility of providing access to the financial staff at each municipality to get their 
feedback prior to making a commitment. 

 
 MORE Program – This is a free program started by a new organization that offers a resource website 

for entrepreneurs.  They seek local partners who are involved in economic development to share 
their website at no cost.   This will be done through a non‐binding Memorandum of Understanding.  
C/Wood recommended that we retain a copy of their 501 C 3 status and a copy of their bylaws.       

 
 Upcoming Trainings – Transportation staff held a successful ADA training workshop on April 20 in 

collaboration with the FHWA, U.S. Access Board and the Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Professions.    TCRPC is hosting two workshops to discuss economic growth through local agriculture 
on April 26 from 3‐5 p.m. at DeWitt Township Hall and on the 28 from 7‐9 p.m. at the Eaton County 
551 Building.  Please visit TCRPC’s website for more information.  The Designing Healthy Livable 
Communities Conference will be held June 6‐7 at the Lansing Center.  TCRPC will cover costs for 
Commissioners to attend.   
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V. Other/Adjourn 

Ch/Pohl MOVED to adjourn the Executive meeting and open the Board of Trustees to discuss the TCRPC 
Employee Profit Sharing Plan staff application request.   
 

VI. Call to Order of the Pension Board 
Ch/Pohl called the meeting to order at approximately 4:55 p.m.  
 

VII. Consideration/Action on a Pension Trust Fund Request 
Ms. Pigg explained a staff member request for a loan in the amount of $5,500 against their savings in the  
Employee Profit Sharing Fund Plan. There is no cost to the Commission or fund as processing and interest 
are paid by the employee/borrower.  The pension board must act to approve this request.  It was MOVED 
by C/Wood, SUPPORTED by C/Pizzo, to recognize the staff application to borrow against the TCRPC 
Employee Profit Sharing Plan and that the Board offers its approval.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
VIII. Other/Adjourn 

It was MOVE by C/Pizzo, SUPPORTED by C/Holman to adjourn the Pension Board meeting at 5:00 p.m.  
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 

 









RESOLUTION TO ADOPT THE 2011 URBAN SERVICE MANAGEMENT STUDY  

AND THE STUDY’S RECOMMENDATIONS 

WHEREAS, the Tri‐County Regional Planning Commission (TCRPC) has adopted a regional vision for land 

use and development that is called the Regional Growth Choices for our Future and has established the 

Regional Growth Trends Steering Committee and its Urban and Rural Service District/Urban Service 

Boundary (URSD/USB) Committee  to study and develop ways to implement that regional vision; and 

WHEREAS, the URSD/USB Committee has completed the 2011 Tri‐County Urban Service Management 

Study (the Study) under the Partnerships for Change Sustainable Communities Grant Program; and 

WHEREAS, the TCRPC recognizes and values the Study and its recommendations because they will assist 

our region in implementing its regional vision; now, 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the TCRPC will to its full ability follow the Study’s recommendations as 

follows: 

 Maintain trust between local and county governments in the region; 

 Formalize their commitment to the Study and its recommendations; 

 Collaboratively explore and employ tools that support an urban service boundary policy; 

 Examine master plans and zoning ordinances to determine where language is needed 
supporting urban service boundary policies; 

 Assist and encourage municipalities to delineate their own urban service boundary, which will 
become part of the regional urban service boundary, using the criteria described in the Study 
and with public participation and input at the local level; 

 And to develop a regionally shared project plan or legal fund to resolve conflicts regarding local 
service boundary policies; and now 

 

THERFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the TCRPC recommends that the municipalities, developers, 

residents and others in the three Michigan counties of Clinton, Eaton, and Ingham also follow the 

recommendations of the study; and  

THEREFORE BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, TCRPC recognizes and thanks the Regional Growth Trends Steering 

Committee and the Urban and Rural Service District/Urban Service Boundary Committee for their work 

to address the effects of uncoordinated land use planning including low‐density development sprawl, 

loss of open space, farmlands, and natural areas, and redundant or underutilized infrastructure with the 

Tri‐County Urban Service Management Study and its recommendations.  

 

  ______________________________________________ 
  Dave Pohl, Chair 
  Tri‐County Regional Planning Commission 
 
 
  Date:__________________________________________ 



The Regional Growth Initiative’s  
Urban and Rural Service District 
Boundary Committee Mission is: 

 to keep urbanized areas viable, 
 to protect farmland, open space 

and rural quality of life, 
 to preserve priority conservation 

areas, 
 to utilize existing infrastructure, 
 and to save costs through coop-

eration and efficiency. 

The Urban and Rural Service Dis-
trict/Urban Service Boundary 
(URSD/USB) Committee was cre-
ated in the Lansing, Michigan re-
gion to help implement TCRPC’s 
Regional Growth initiative. The 
Committee includes multiple mu-
nicipalities, who in 2010 held two 
stakeholder workshops and com-
pleted a survey on 
attitudes towards in-
tergovernmental col-
laboration.  Charged 
with analyzing and 
promoting  policies 
that coordinate urban 
and rural services, the 
Committee success-
fully obtained a grant in 2010 from 
the Land Information Access As-
sociation (LIAA) to complete an 
Urban Service Management 
Study. Through the work of this 
Committee, the mid-Michigan re-
gion now has an opportunity to 
promote shared public services 
and joint planning efforts while en-
suring the protection of rural and 
natural resources. 
 
During a one year process, LIAA 
and TCRPC staff worked with the 
URSD/USB Committee to analyze 
our region’s development patterns 
and to better understand how to 

 
URSD/USB COMMITTEE MEMBERS:  

 
Chairperson: Susan McGillicuddy, Meridian Charter 
Township; Ingham County, Eaton County, Clinton 
County, The City of Lansing, The City of East Lansing, 
Delta Charter Township, Meridian Charter Township, 
Bath Charter Township, Windsor Charter Township, 
Williamstown Charter Township, Delhi Charter Town-
ship, Watertown Charter Township, the City of DeWitt, 
DeWitt Charter Township, the Village of Dimondale, 
Oneida Charter Township, the City of Grand Ledge, 
Lansing Charter Township, the City of Mason, Ingham 
and Clinton Agricultural Preservation Boards, and the 
Tri-County Regional Planning Commission. 
 
This Committee meets monthly in the greater Lansing 
area as an implementation activity of Regional 
Growth: Choices for Our Future initiative. 

 

 Please visit 
www.greaterlansingurbanservice.org  

 for more information 
 

(Photo Credits: Absolute Michigan 2008 and TCRPC) 

provide public services in a sus-
tainable way.  The Committee in-
vestigated the feasibility of an ur-
ban service boundary (USB) poli-
cy. A USB policy guides the public 
decision-making process for locat-
ing future public water and sewer 
services. An urban service bound-
ary can be a successful tool for 

managing urban 
sprawl. Such bounda-
ries allow a unit of 
government to public-
ly identify specific are-
as targeted for urban 
growth.  A USB policy 
suggests that areas 
beyond the boundary 

will not receive public infrastruc-
ture services. Municipalities typi-
cally enforce USBs by limiting wa-
ter or sewer services or not ex-
tending them to new development 
outside the boundary. 
 
The Urban Service Management 
Study process was dynamic and 
multi-faceted, and the Study pro-
vides clear strategies and next 
steps towards implementing a 
greater Lansing regional USB poli-
cy. These USB policy strategies 
are available for use by both urban 
and rural communities in our re-
gion.  

“An urban service bounda-
ry can be a successful tool 
for managing urban sprawl. 
Such boundaries allow a 
unit of government to pub-
licly identify a specific areas 
targeted for urban growth.” 

April 2011 
Urban Service Management Study 

913 W Holmes Road, Suite 201 
Lansing, MI 48910  (517) 393-0342 

A working committee of the Tri-County Regional Planning Commission (TCRPC) 
has completed a study summarizing recommendations to shape our region’s urban services. 



 Maintain Trust Between Local and County Gov-
ernments through continued involvement with the 
regional committee and sharing planning meeting 
minutes online. 

 
 Formalize Commitment to the USB Policy by the 

TCRPC adoption through policy maker and stake-
holder educational effort, and by collecting Resolu-
tions of Support for the Study’s findings by local mu-
nicipalities. 

 
 Collaboratively Explore and Employ Tools that 

support the USB Policy by identifying development 
and land use tools such as Farmland Preservation 
Programs, Conservation Programs, Downtown De-
velopment or tax increment financing plans, clus-
tered development initiatives, Brownfield Redevelop-
ment programs, and more.  

The map depicts a Preliminary Urban Ser-
vice Boundary for the Greater Lansing, 
Michigan area. The boundary extends 
through the urbanized townships surround-
ing Lansing and East Lansing. The draft 
line was created using existing master 
plans, zoning densities, existing water and 
sewer service areas, and existing shared 
services or development area agreements. 
Some communities already have USBs 
boundaries in their Master Plan.  Others 
have estimated USB locations based on 
data they provided to study researchers.  
Communities can establish specific loca-
tions of a USB based on criteria set forth in 
this Study. This must occur individually as 
part of each municipality’s required public 
planning processes. 

A Preliminary Urban Service Boundary  
Identifying an urban service management area for the Greater Lansing Region 

The Preliminary USB was developed 
with existing data and tested to de-
termine if it will adequately promote 
the regional initiative’s mission.   
 

The Study found that: 
 

1) the Preliminary USB closely follows 
the recommended sustainable growth 
pattern promoted in Regional Growth: 
Choices for our Future;  

2) the Preliminary USB encompasses 
almost all areas where there is exist-
ing or planned public water and sewer 
services;  

3) and  the area within the Preliminary 
USB includes almost 70 square miles 
of undeveloped land, nearly the same 
amount of land that was urbanized in 
this region over the past 70 years.  

Here are the recommended on-
going activities for the Committee: 

 

Here are three recommended 
action items for implementing 
a USB: 
 
These can be done at any mu-
nicipal level. 
 
Examine existing master plans 
and zoning ordinances.  Is a 
USB acknowledged and sup-
ported?  Identify gaps in the 
documents and tools to address 
them. 
 
Produce a final detailed delinea-
tion of the USB using criteria in 
the Study.  Present it for public 
review before adoption.  Also 
discuss criteria for changing a 
final USB. 
 
Develop a regional project plan-
ning and/or legal defense fund 
to help communities implement 
a USB policy, an appeals pro-
cess, and to defend the policy 
against legal challenges.  

 

Frequently Asked Questions: 
 

How does this Study apply to jurisdictions not shown on the Study map?  This Study includes research 
steps and recommendations that can be applied at any level of government and within various inter-jurisdictional 
partnerships. A brochure will be created soon that describes how to develop a USB Policy in other Village and City 
areas. Likewise, municipalities completely within the preliminary boundary (Lansing, East Lansing and Lansing 
Township) will not adopt a Boundary.  They can support the USB through continued involvement on the Growth 
Trends Initiative.  
 
How can we address pressure to develop outside of the USB?  There are many tools available.  The most 
successful tools include land use regulations and conditions on the use of economic development incentives. 
Incentives should be given for developments that occur within the boundary.  
 
Is the Boundary line in its final form?  No. The preliminary line shown represents a general idea of where public 
water and/or sewer services are located.  The study recommends that members reassess the boundary according 
to specific criteria in the Study.  Adoption of this Study is not the adoption of a boundary.  It is adoption of the 
study’s recommendations listed to the right. 
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