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Preface 
 
 
This document proposes the improvement of the former New York Central Railroad bed, 
currently owned by the Village of Manchester, into a finished shared-use walking and bicycling 
trail which will traverse the Village limits. This two mile ADA-accessible route will connect the 
Washtenaw County Leonard Preserve on the west end of the village to the Village Hall/Library 
building at the east Village limits, and pass through Chi-Bro Park and other Village land recently 
purchased on the Manchester Mill Pond. The route will adjoin and cross the River Raisin at 
several points, connect village neighborhoods and the Manchester Community Schools, pass by 
significant historical architecture and natural areas, and intersect with the downtown commercial 
district. 
 
The proposal also includes construction of a shared-use pedestrian bridge across the Manchester 
Mill Pond to connect the east and west portions of the trail. The trail design includes construction 
of various access points, rest areas, and map and marker facilities along the trail. It will connect 
to existing sidewalk routes, walking paths on the High School grounds and in Chi-Bro Park, and 
paved shoulders/bike lanes along the planned reconstruction of M-52 through the village limits 
in 2012 and also north along M-52 towards Chelsea.  
 
This document contains the following sections: 
 

1. Proposed project description, goals, scope, and schedule.  
 

2. Background and initial planning for the shared-use trail.  
 

3. The design specification of the shared-use trail.  
 

4. The design specification of the Manchester Mill Pond pedestrian bridge.  
 

5. A “segment approach” to defining and visualizing each portion of the trail, with 
photographs and notes relevant to each segment.  

 
6. The supplementary facilities to be provided along the shared-use trail.  

 
7. Projected cost estimates for the trail and facilities.  

 
8. Potential sources of funding for the trail and facilities.  

 
9. Proposed organization to engineer, construct and maintain the trail.  
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1.  Proposed Project Description, Goals, Scope, and Schedule 
 
 
Overview 
 
In April 1965, the Village of Manchester purchased the existing New York Central Railroad 
right-of-way within the Village limits for $7500, as the railroad ceased operations in Manchester 
and removed its equipment. Contemporary accounts1 noted that the Village gained a substantial 
west-east lineal property through the community, which would allow a route for planned 
upgrades and extensions of the municipal water system. The Village also gained, for the first 
time, a direct access to the River Raisin – previous access was always privately controlled. There 
was brief mention of other possible uses, but the focus seemed to be on development. The 
Village did extend the water system through this route, and Chi-Bro Park and a walking trail 
were developed from a portion of this property. A portion of the railbed became a de-facto utility 
road. The remainder has reverted to a still-identifiable level route, portions of which are used as 
an informal walking route by school students, and by others just exploring the old railbed. 
 
As Section 2 of this document relates in greater detail, there has been interest over the years in 
upgrading this route into a finished trail, suitable for use by walkers, bicyclists, strollers and 
possibly other uses such as equestrian and skaters. A stronger movement towards this goal began 
in 2005 during community visioning sessions associated with the formation of the Manchester 
Downtown Development Authority, which documented citizens’ desires for shared-use trail 
facilities. Since then, several groups have identified this improvement as a desired village asset. 
This proposal thus lays out a framework for accomplishing this vision of a “shared-use” finished 
route along the former railbed, incorporating the objectives of several community programs. 
 
The proposed Manchester Shared-Use Trail envisions upgrading the existing railbed, 
constructing a pedestrian bridge across the Manchester Mill Pond to connect the two halves of 
the trail, and improving adjacent infrastructure, into a finished ADA-accessible path suitable for 
walking, bicycling and other non-motorized purposes. In essence, the five key goals of the 
project are: 
 

1. To improve an existing Village asset for the benefit of the community, as the asset is 
already used in a limited manner for walking purposes by residents and visitors. 

 
2. To provide a safe and convenient means of interconnecting many Village assets, 

including nature preserves and parks, neighborhoods, the downtown business district, the 
Manchester Community Schools, and the Village Hall/Library. 

 
3. To attract residents and visitors utilizing the trail to visit the downtown businesses and 

the many community activities centered on the downtown and the village parks. 
 

4. To improve the overall health and wellness of the Manchester community, as part of the 
community’s involvement with the 5 Healthy Communities program sponsored by the 
Chelsea-Area Wellness Foundation. 

 
5. To improve the attractiveness of the Manchester community as a place to live, work and 

play. 
 
The current project impetus has resulted from the combined efforts of three Manchester 
community organizations, as discussed further in Section 2 of this report: 
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1. The Manchester Downtown Development Authority (DDA), which issued a 30-Year 
Development Plan2 in 2006 calling for the construction of the walking trail and 
associated pedestrian bridge over the Manchester Mill Pond. The DDA revisited this 
goal in 2010, and approved planning and report preparation. 

 
2. The Gateway Communities Initiative Team (GCI) was formed in August 2010, in 

response to a regional eco-tourism program initiated by several regional chambers of 
commerce, the Michigan Department of Natural Resources, various land conservation 
agencies, and Washtenaw convention and visitors bureaus. The Manchester Area 
Chamber of Commerce organized a team of eight representatives to participate in this 
program. The primary objective is to encourage usage and enjoyment of natural 
resources and parks around Manchester, by both residents and visitors, while 
simultaneously drawing these residents/visitors into our downtown businesses and 
activities for economic benefits to our community. The project began with a nationally-
organized workshop3 in Chelsea in September 2010. The Manchester Shared-Use Trail 
was identified as a key project of the Manchester GCI effort. 

 
3. The Manchester Wellness Coalition (MWC)4 was formed in March 2010, in response 

to the creation of the Chelsea-Area Wellness Foundation (CWF). The Foundation has 
called for community comprehensive wellness planning, and offers the opportunity for 
significant funding of community infrastructure and programs which meet the CWF 
mission statement to “eat better, move more, connect with others in healthy ways, and 
avoid unhealthy substances”. The Manchester Shared-Use Trail was identified by the 
MWC as a key infrastructure improvement towards these goals. 

 
This report represents the combined efforts of these three groups as part of their ongoing efforts. 
 
Description of the Trail and Objectives 
 
Figure 1 on Page 10 provides a view of the proposed trail overlaid on a Village of Manchester 
map. The solid black lines outline the proposed route. The primary west-east route utilizes the 
existing railbed. The L-shaped “hook” near the route’s eastern end, extending from the railbed 
down to the Village Hall/Library, is not railbed, but instead utilizes the recently rebuilt Hibbard 
Street/sidewalk as an accessible route to/from the facilities of the Village Hall and Library, the 
corresponding parking lot, and as access to the River Raisin rapids area below the Ford Dam. At 
the west end, the trail would bifurcate, with the northern portion following the extension of N. 
Union Street towards the Leonard Preserve, utilizing Village-owned land and a Village road 
easement to the boundary of the County-owned preserve property. The dashed lines of the route 
on the western end show two proposed routes on Washtenaw County land into the Leonard 
Preserve. The upper dashed line is the existing extension of N. Union Street into the parking lot 
of the Leonard Preserve. The lower dashed line shows a projected tie-in from the far west end of 
the railbed into the Leonard Preserve parking lot, to form a continuous “loop” at the trail’s west 
end. 
 
The proposed pedestrian bridge across the Manchester Mill Pond will be constructed slightly to 
the left of center in this illustration, just north of the downtown business district. 
 
The former railbed is identified as Washtenaw County Parcel Number PM-16-02-426-014 
(reference: MapWashtenaw, www.ewashtenaw.org). Details of each “segment” of the trail, with 
accompanying photographs and plans, are contained in Section 5 of this report. 
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This project is thus viewed as creating a desired and beneficial Village asset, which will achieve 
a variety of goals. A key feature of the proposed trail is the connections it provides among many 
community elements. The trail route has one starting point on the west end at Washtenaw 
County’s Leonard Preserve, a 237-acre nature area with walking paths and River Raisin frontage. 
The trail will intersect mid-way with the Ann Arbor Street property the Village of Manchester 
purchased in 2010, on the east side of the Manchester Mill Pond adjacent to downtown. It will 
then proceed easterly through Chi-Bro Park. It ends at a setting on the River Raisin rapids behind 
the Village Hall and Library. It will improve awareness of our community’s natural, cultural and 
historic resources. Figures 2 and 3 provide current views of two trail segments. 
 

 
 

Figure 2 – View of Trail Route, Washington Street to Mill Pond (“Kief’s Cut”) 
 
The trail will provide three direct “jump-off” points into the downtown businesses, 
Wurster/Gazebo Parks, and churches - at Washington Street, Madison Street behind the 
downtown structures, and at the new Village property on the Mill Pond/Ann Arbor Street. 
 
The trail will connect several Manchester neighborhoods with these parks, businesses and 
churches. The proposed trail route adjoins scenic views along the River Raisin, traverses the 
Manchester Mill Pond in downtown, and passes by historic Manchester architecture. The trail 
will also provide a safe walking/bicycle route for school students into the Manchester 
Community Schools campus, where no school bus transportation exists within the Village limits. 
The trail’s east end at the Village Hall and Library brings these municipal hubs into easy and 
healthy reach of trail users. 



 
 

Figure 3 – View of Trail Route in Chi-Bro Park 
 
The trail thus provides a two-mile finished walking and bicycle path through the “heart” of 
central Manchester Village. Several access points to the River Raisin are provided, including 
sitting benches and possible docking facilities for canoe usage along the River Raisin. The trail 
also intersects an expanded asphalt bicycling shoulder which will be added to M-52 throughout 
the Village limits in 2011-2012 as part of the MDOT reconstruction of M-52, as well as 
connection to improved paved shoulders along M-52 north to Chelsea. It will promote visitation 
of the Leonard Preserve. The trail intersects the existing Manchester Community Schools 
walking path. The trail route also ties into the Manchester Village walking paths implemented as 
part of the Healthy Communities Walking Program developed by Chelsea Community Hospital, 
and was traveled part way by this group in April 2011. 

Development of the trail route, markings and promotion will consider the direct access to 
downtown Manchester businesses at three locations on the trail. The DDA, Chamber of 
Commerce and the Trail Project Team will develop promotions that both direct visitors to the 
trail, and bring these visitors into the downtown shops and events. Walking is America’s most 
popular form of outdoor recreation. Being out of your car helps money get spent in a community. 

We thus envision the trail as meeting the demands of three user groups: 
• Those who will use the trail as a functional linkage between two points (store, home) 
• Those who will use the trail for fitness, health, and general enjoyment, to move about, 

connect and enjoy the offerings of our village 
• Those who will use the trail as a recreation destination 
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Figure 4 – Proposed Trail Will Connect Users with Downtown Businesses and Events 

 
The Gateway Communities Initiative Project Team gathered information on the value and 
attraction of shared-use trails within communities at the September 2010 Chelsea conference. 
The National Association of Realtors and the National Association of Home Builders conducted 
a survey of 2000 homebuyers in 2004 (“Community Amenities Sought by Homebuyers”), and 
these results ranked a shared-use trail as "the second most important neighborhood amenity for 
homebuyers…only highway access ranked higher, and 16 other amenities including parks, 
shopping, nearby day care, business centers, ball fields and security ranked lower" the survey 
reported. Michigan is first in the nation in former railbeds converted to shared-use trails. 
 
Other surveys have reported that property values are higher adjacent to paths or trails, that 
homeowners and real estate agents believe that trails have either positive or no adverse effects on 
property values, that parks and greenbelts may increase property tax revenues, and that 
developers or builders may benefit from the presence of trails. 

The proposed trail provides a mechanism for accomplishing community health improvement, 
including goals established by the Manchester Wellness Coalition. The trail will provide a means 
for encouraging and implementing community programs for walking and exercise without 
requiring access to vehicular streets. 
 
The Project Team’s review of studies shows that a shared-use trail and its tie-in to community 
resources will improve Manchester’s appeal to younger populations, which will help draw in 
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talent and residency, and improve the quality of Manchester as a place to live, particularly for the 

 

 
Figure 5 – The Trail Will Bring Residents and Visitors near 

Historic Manchester Architecture and Parks 
 
Summary of Prior Planning for the Trail

high-tech industries evolving in Washtenaw County. The trail will add to Manchester’s unique 
architecture, small town village green ambience, and local community spirit in achieving this
“sense of place”. 
 
We expect several thousand users annually, including use by school children, residents engaged 
in community wellness activities (e.g., Healthy Walking Program), those desiring convenient 
access to downtown and parks areas, and community events such as the Run Manchester race. 
The trail and its sitting areas will promote wildlife viewing. 
 
There are no plans or intent to extend this proposed Manchester Shared-Use Trail beyond the 
existing railbed property owned by the Village and contained within the village limits. 
 

 
 

Section 2 of this report provides the history of trail planning activities through the issuance of 
this report, including recent public meetings and the collection of public comments, suggestions 
and concerns. In general, the Project Team has received enthusiastic support and encouragement 
for the project. Many design and construction comments have been received, and are identified 
and addressed in this report. The Project Team has recorded concerns expressed in different 
venues, and these concerns with proposed resolution are also addressed in this report. Among 
these concerns are the following examples:  
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• The trail route runs adjacent to the back yards of some homes east of M-52. The Team 

advised all adjacent property owners of the proposed trail prior to the December 2010 
public meeting, and will meet individually with all owners who express concerns. 
Installation of low, split-rail fencing to clearly mark property lines and other signage may 
be utilized to reduce trespassing concerns if desired by these adjacent owners.   

 
• One adjacent property owner has grown several trees in the village right-of-way, and the 

Team will meet with them and the Village to discuss options which will preserve the 
trees. 

 
• Minor conflicts with existing parking lot surfacing in the right-of-way will be resolved by 

route adjustment.  
 

• Two potential dead-end street situations will be addressed in the design by route 
adjustment. 

 
• Maintaining local control of the trail, and ensuring long-term maintenance costs will be 

covered through fundraising independent of Village tax revenues.  
 
Elements of Trail and Pedestrian Bridge Design 
 
The proposed Shared-Use Trail will utilize the design guidelines of two national and well-
established standards: 
 

1. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, American Association of State Highway 
and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), Washington, DC, 19995 

2. Trails for the Twenty-First Century, Second Edition, Charles A. Flink, Kristine Olka, 
Robert M. Searns, Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, 20016 

 
These two documents ensure safe, efficient and functional designs for walking, bicycling and 
other shared-use purposes. In addition, Federal and State funding resources require compliance 
with the AASHTO guidelines and full ADA accessibility. 
 
The proposed Manchester Shared-Use Trail will be designed for full compliance with the 
accessibility standards of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Both of the design 
references above address this compliance. 
 
The railbed was deeded to the Village of Manchester with the same widths as originally deeded 
circa 1870, i.e., generally 66 feet in width, with variations along the route ranging from a 
minimum of 50 feet width to 100 feet width. The proposed finished trail width is 14 feet, 
consisting of 10 feet finished path and 4 feet of graded/textured shoulders. This 14 foot width 
can be placed within the nominal 66 foot width, and adjusted laterally to fit specific site 
conditions and other conflicts which may exist along the current railbed. These include, among 
others, the presence of a village water main and access ports in the railbed property, existing pre-
approved asphalt parking lots infringing on the property, existing natural or planned tree growth 
in the property, use of the property for DPW access purposes, and the desire to be adjacent to 
natural scenery such as the River Raisin. The railbed property constitutes 70% of the proposed 
trail length, approximately 7600 feet. 
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The existing railbed is generally level and fairly clear, with exceptions noted in Section 5 of this 
report. The railbed trail will be improved by scrubbing and clearing the existing growth that may 
exist, by minor leveling of the existing bed surface as may be needed, and by creating a 
foundation sub-base and a finished surface. The railbed is generally level from its historic use as 
a railway, and has a substantial undersoil foundation in place for former railroad loads. Where 
the finished trail can exactly be placed over this foundation, cost savings can be achieved.  As 
discussed in Section 3, it is currently envisioned that the finished trail will be a hard, compacted, 
crushed limestone surface which will provide a low-maintenance, natural-appearing, and 
accessible surface suitable for comfortable walking, leisurely bicycling, wheelchairs, and other 
large-diameter wheel vehicles such as strollers. It is currently planned that small-diameter, hard-
wheeled devices such as roller skates and skateboards may not be suitable for this surface. 
Motorized transportation other than wheelchairs will not be allowed on the trail. Figure 6 
illustrates the proposed trail surface. Discussion on proposed users of the trail is also covered in 
Section 3.  
 

 
 

Figure 6 – Example of Proposed Hard, Compacted Crushed Limestone Surface of Trail  
 
The remainder of the proposed trail consists of a segment along North Union Street to the 
Leonard Preserve, which will remain as is, and a segment along Hibbard Street from the railbed 
to the Village Hall/Library, utilizing the recently constructed accessible sidewalk. Washtenaw 
County Parks & Recreation Commission will coordinate access and signage within the Leonard 
Preserve. 
 



 17

A key component to the connectivity and continuity of the Shared-Use Trail project is the 
construction of a 14-foot wide pedestrian bridge across the Manchester Mill Pond, connecting 
the west and east portions of the trail. The bridge location will approximately match that of the 
former railroad trestle bridge removed in the 1970s. The proposed bridge design is a single span, 
weatherizing steel frame, IPE wood deck truss unit, similar to pedestrian bridges existing over 
the River Raisin in Clinton and Blissfield, and the Saline River in Saline. The bridge will also 
abut the north end of the Ann Arbor Street mill pond property purchased by the Village in 2010, 
and the trail connection may thus tie into plans for this property. The bridge represents the major 
cost element of the Shared-Use Trail project. Figure 7 is an artist’s rendition of the proposed 
bridge over the Mill Pond.  
 

 
Figure 7 – Spanning the Manchester Mill Pond with a Pedestrian Bridge 

  Will Connect the Two Halves of the Shared-Use Trail 
 

Environmental impact will be negligible in cleaning and finishing this railbed for trail use. Major 
new construction would involve the single-span, pre-fabricated pedestrian bridge set in place 
across the Manchester Mill Pond, which would connect the two halves of the trail.  The bridge 
would be fabricated off-site and placed using cranes. Companies experienced in rails-to-trails 
engineering, bridge fabrication and installation would be employed. 
 
The trail will be improved by providing facilities such as access points/parking, safety bollards, 
signage, maps, and rest benches.  
 
Section 3 of this report contains the details of the proposed trail construction. Section 4 of this 
report contains details of the proposed pedestrian bridge across the Manchester Mill Pond, 
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located where the former NYCRR trestle bridge crossed the pond. Section 5 of this report 
provides a detailed “segment” breakdown of the proposed trail, containing photographs, field 
notes, and the design issues within each segment. Section 6 of this report contains details of the 
proposed rest areas, signage and other auxiliary items related to design, construction and usage 
of the trail. 

 
Estimated Cost of the Proposed Trail 
 
The total estimated design and construction costs for the proposed Manchester Shared-Use Trail 
and Mill Pond Pedestrian Bridge as of August 2011 are $1,037,000, which includes contingency 
funding pending resolution of bridge design and installation issues discussed in Section 4 of this 
report. Section 7 of this report provides a detailed cost estimate and the bases for these estimates. 
 
This projected cost involves three key agreements between the Shared-Use Trail Project Team 
and the Village of Manchester: 
 

1. The project design and construction costs will be financed totally from externally raised 
funding. No Village tax revenues or reserves will be committed to the project design, 
construction or maintenance. 

 
2. The Village of Manchester will make available the use of the Village-owned railbed land 

for constructing the trail. The acreage of the railbed represents equity (13.4 acres with a 
conservative 2011 value of $202,000), which may be used as a matching funding 
commitment for grant applications. 

 
3. The project will be maintained, and funding generated for such, by an independent 

organization locally managed and controlled. This is intended to be a 501(c)3 non-profit 
organization tentatively entitled “Friends of the Manchester Trail”.  
 

Proposed Funding of the Trail Design, Construction and Maintenance 
 
As of the issuance date of this report, the following funding sources have committed to the 
project: 
 

• Washtenaw County Parks & Recreation Commission - $150,0007 – see Appendix 1 
• Chelsea-Area Wellness Foundation - $4,5008 – see Appendix 2 

 
Potential project funding sources include community fundraising and private donations; non-
motorized Transportation Enhancement grants (e.g., TEA-21, STP, CMAQ); MTF-Act 51; the 
Michigan Natural Resources Trust Fund; the Chelsea-Area Wellness Foundation; and future 
Manchester DDA funding in the DDA zone should TIF revenue permit. Several grant 
applications are in process and planned to complete the funding. Section 8 of this report provides 
a detailed report of committed and potential funding sources for the project. 
 
Proposed Organizational Structure for the Trail 
 
The trail will be monitored, cleaned and maintained by a 501c3 non-profit organization (“Friends 
of the Manchester Trail”) which will fundraise maintenance costs by accepting donations and 
securing funding through grants and other sources. This organization with work collaboratively 
with the Village of Manchester as the owner of the land. Periodic major maintenance of the trail 
will be performed under contract with the Manchester DPW or a private trails contractor.  
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The manageme  
utilize the trail, includ nity groups, recreation 
interests, environm ber of Commerce, the 
Downtown Developm tive, the Manchester 

 
Section 9 of this report provide  organizational structure to 
design, construct and m
 
Proposed Schedule

nt of the proposed Friends organization will consist of stakeholders who will
ing: residents, the Village of Manchester, commu

ental interests, the elderly, historical interests, the Cham
ent Authority, the Gateway Communities Initia

Community Schools, and the Manchester Wellness Coalition. 

s further details on this proposed
aintain the trail.  

 

Approval for initial Shared-Use Trail planning was provided by the D
e trail was part of the September 2010 Gatewa

conference in Chelsea, and the ongoing 2010 Manchester Wellness Coalition team planning. 
ers of these groups conducted preliminary route examination, plan

    
DA Board in April 2010. 

Input and approval for th y Communities Initiative 

Memb ning and engineering; 
obtained consultation from trail engineering and bridge firms; and reviewed plans with 
Washtenaw County Parks Planning. Several presentations to Manchester Village Council and the 
Planning Commission were held in 2010 and 2011. A public input session at the December 6, 
2010 Manchester Village Council meeting indicated enthusiastic community support for 
proceeding with the planning. The Village Council provided approval for proceeding with a 
grant application to the Washtenaw County Parks & Recreation Commission in December 2010. 
Village Council meetings in 2011 have provided status updates, and the DDA has approved 
submittal of additional small grant applications in 2011. 
 
The general schedule going forward is: 
 
2011/12 - Final review and approval of the Manchester Shared-Use Trail by the Village of 
 Manchester. Select a professional engineering firm with shared-use trails experience.  
 Begin the survey and engineering work. Continue fundraising and grant preparations. 
 
2012/13 – Complete trail engineering. Trail construction begins. Select a bridge contractor. 
 
2013/14 – Trail construction completed and bridge construction completed.   
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
.  
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 Figure 8 - Our Vision Going Forward! 
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2.  Background and Initial Planning for the Shared-Use Trail 
 
This section outlines history and initial planning, which led to the proposal to convert the 
existing Village-owned railbed property into a finished, ADA-accessible shared-use trail. 
 
The Village of Manchester obtained the former railbed land via a quit claim deed9 from The 
Michigan Central Railroad Company and The New York Central Railroad Company on April 13, 
1965, for “$1.00 and other good and valuable considerations”, as documented in Liber 1110, 
Pages 313 through 329, Washtenaw County Register of Deeds. The quit claim deed contains a 
Schedule “A”, which references an attached Print Map No. 2679-19-H-6 dated April 21, 1928 of 
the “so-called Ypsilanti Branch” lying and situate within the corporate limits of the Village of 
Manchester. The deed also lists the parcels of land as originally conveyed to the Detroit, 
Hillsdale & Indiana Railroad in the 1870-1872 period, and includes copies from the referenced 
print showing each parcel and relevant survey data tied to section corners. The detailed 
information is listed in Section 5 of this proposal, under the discussion of the trail segments.  
 
The April 22, 1965 edition of the Manchester Enterprise1, Page 1, contained an article entitled 
“Village Buys Railroad Property”, referencing a payment of $ 7,500 from the Village to the New 
York Central Railroad. Village President Eugene Bentschneider stated that the purchase gives 
the Village the only access it has to the Raisin River, at the Main Street Railroad bridge, and 
provides a right of way for water and sewers without tearing up the streets.  
 
Washtenaw County currently records this property as Parcel Number PM-16-02-426-014, 
address as “Ann Arbor Street, Village of Manchester”, and legal description as:  
  

W.D. L3502 P905 ****FROM 1601305004 09/30/97****FROM 1601305005 
09/30/97****FROM 1602426013 09/30/97MAV 1-140A-1 THAT PT OF MICH. 
CEN. R.R. &N.Y.C.R.R.-YPSILANTI BRANCH LYING WITHIN VILLAGE 
LIMITS.EXC THAT PT LYING EAST OF GRANGER AND MORGAN'S 
ADD. 

 
The railbed has been used by the Village primarily as a utility route for water mains throughout 
the community, as they extend from the wells, water treatment plant and water tower in Chi-Bro 
Park. Figure 9 on Page 21 illustrates a current map in Chi-Bro Park noting walking trails along a 
portion of the former railbed and within Chi-Bro Park. 
 
A 1989 “Village of Manchester Fall Color Walking Tour” map, prepared by the Manchester 
Recreation Task Force, had persons walking down a major portion of the former railbed on a 
color walk through Manchester. Over the last year, the authors of this report have become aware 
of various attempts to improve the railbed for better use, generally via anecdotal stories. We have 
researched more recent references to construction of walking and bicycling trails in the village, 
and list these below for reference. 
  
Non-Motorized Plan for Washtenaw County, Washtenaw Area Transportation Study, 200610 
 
The Non-Motorized Transportation Plan was developed to reflect the desires of Washtenaw 
County to promote and develop a comprehensive non-motorized transportation system. The plan 
recognizes that each form of non-motorized transportation, as well as each user of the system, 
has unique needs, and that opportunities should be provided for alternative modes of 
transportation. To facilitate the plan development, WATS inventoried the non-motorized system 
existing in 2005, established goals and policies, and identified improvements needed for the 
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system. This plan also includes policies and recommendations that can be adopted by local 
communities to expand and maintain the existing system. 
 
The goals and objectives developed for the plan were refined using comments from public 
involvement meetings in 2004-2006, including Manchester. The plan did not identify any 
specific improvements for bicycle/walking usage on the railbed, but did list several projects for 
improved walking/bicycle access within the village and surrounding townships. 
 

 
Figure 9 – Map within Chi-Bro Park Showing Walking Trails 

 
The WATS Non-Motorized Plan goals include: 
  

1. Create a countywide, non-motorized vision to provide complete sidewalk and bike 
facility networks and to support public transit service. 

2. Increase awareness of non-motorized funding opportunities. 
3. Institutionalize road agency and local community thinking regarding incorporation 

of non-motorized improvements as part of all transportation improvements. 
4. Expand and enhance the non-motorized portions of the 2030 Long Range 

Transportation plan for Washtenaw County and the Washtenaw County 
Comprehensive Plan. 

5. Improve safety for bicyclists and pedestrians. 
6. Identify inter-county, non-motorized connections. 
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Each of these goals contained specific objectives. 
 
The plan was utilized by the Shared-Use Project Team as a reference for design objectives and 
potential funding sources. The full plan is available on the WATS website www.miwats.org. 
 
Village of Manchester Downtown Development and Tax Increment Financing Plan, May 
20062 
 
On November 30, 2005, the Village of Manchester conducted a Visioning Workshop at Emanuel 
Fellowship Hall, organized by the Downtown Development Authority. Members of Village 
boards, service organizations and the general public were invited to discuss what they 
liked/disliked about the current community, where they saw the need for improvements, and 
what they wanted to see for the future of Manchester. Both a riverwalk and the need for bike 
paths scored high on the priorities of attendees. The results are tabulated beginning on Page 39 of 
the DDA 30-Year Plan, discussed below. 
 
In May 2006, the Downtown Development Authority issued its 30-Year Plan entitled “Village of 
Manchester – Downtown Development and Tax Increment Financing Plan”. This plan identified 
conversion of the railroad right-of-way to an improved trail, and the construction of a pedestrian 
bridge across the Mill Pond to connect the two portions of the walking trail, as desired DDA-
sponsored activities (pages 17, 18). The estimated cost was $ 813,750.  
 
Village of Manchester Parks Commission Master Plan, 200611 

 
In 2006, the Village Parks Commission prepared a Master Plan, which also referenced the 2005 
Community Visioning Session, and includes some elements of the proposed shared-use trail on 
Pages 16, 17, 20, and 23. As of August, 2011, an update is underway for this Master Plan. 
 
Manchester Wellness Coalition4 

 
In March 2010, a group of Manchester area residents representing many community business, 
service, government, health and school organizations formed the “Manchester Wellness 
Coalition”. This group will guide a coordinated Manchester-area approach to community health 
and wellness planning, and work with the Chelsea-Area Wellness Foundation on funding for 
specific programs. The Coalition completed several surveys such as the Healthy Communities 
Checklist and NEAT/PAC surveys, and prepared a Community Assessment leading to 
comprehensive wellness planning. This effort includes identifying specific community programs 
and infrastructure which will achieve this wellness strategy. As of August 2011, the Coalition 
consists of 24 members representing the various community groups. The Coalition has identified 
upgrading the existing railbed path into a finished, ADA-accessible walking and bicycling trail, 
and a pedestrian bridge across the downtown Mill Pond, as elements of this wellness strategy, 
and the Chelsea-Area Wellness Foundation represents a significant source for funding of this 
project. 
 
Manchester DDA – 2010 Planning 
 
In March 2010, the Manchester DDA began discussions on moving forward on joint sponsorship 
with other entities towards creating the shared-use trail. This was driven by the availability of 
funding via the Washtenaw County Parks & Recreation Commission “Connecting 
Communities” grant program, which offers funding for walking/bicycling trails with a particular 
emphasis on connecting to other communities and to Washtenaw County parks. The presence of 
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the Leonard Preserve at the end of the proposed shared-use trail, the connection to other Village 
parks and community facilities, and the County’s recent purchase of a former private canoe 
livery at Sharon Mills with possible restoration of canoe rentals along the River Raisin, offered a 
strong incentive to proceed with seeking funding in cooperation with the County.  A grant 
request was submitted in December 2010, and the County committed $150,000 towards the 
Manchester Shared-Use Trail as detailed in Appendix 1.  
 
Manchester Gateway Communities Initiative3 
 
In September 2010, the Manchester community joined the Gateway Communities Initiative, a 
regional eco-tourism development effort in cooperation with the Chelsea, Dexter, Stockbridge, 
Pinckney and East Jackson communities. The objective is that communities like Manchester 
serve as a “gateway” to nearby nature and park areas, and planned efforts can draw residents and 
visitors to both the nature areas and to the downtown commercial district and community events. 
The program commenced with a conference in Chelsea on September 15-18. Manchester 
assembled an eight-person team representing the Chamber of Commerce, Downtown 
Development Authority, the Community Resource Center, residents of the Village and townships 
with ecological interests, the Washtenaw County Farm Bureau, Grass Lake Sanctuary, and 
Washtenaw County Parks & Recreation. The Manchester Team received training in several areas 
including eco-tourism programs, regulatory issues, funding and grant sources, and community 
involvement. The Manchester Team identified three projects of immediate gateway community 
interest, one of which was the proposed shared-use trail to connect the Washtenaw County 
Leonard Preserve, parks within Manchester, a potential revival of canoeing on the River Raisin, 
and the Village offices/library, with the downtown businesses, events, architecture and 
neighborhoods.   
 
Assembling the Preliminary Report 
 
From these DDA, Manchester Wellness Coalition and Gateway Communities Initiative 
discussions, a set of representatives from these groups (the “Project Team”) began preparing 
preliminary site planning, engineering and cost estimating data. The following actions were 
completed: 
 

1. The proposed route of the shared-use trail was walked three times, in April 2010 before 
foliage had come in, during August 2010, and in March 2011. The route was 
photographed, and a set of field notes made on current conditions of the railbed, potential 
obstructions, and potential locations for signage, maps, rest benches, and other facilities. 
These notes are included in Sections 3-6 of this report. Meetings were held with the 
Village Manager to obtain information on current utilities within the right-of-way and 
other issues which will be within the Village’s authority. 

 
2. Preliminary design and engineering issues were addressed pro-bono by registered 

professional engineers, to allow development of reasonable cost estimates. Some 
assistance was obtained from Prein & Newhof, a Grand-Rapids based engineering firm 
specializing in shared-use trails and pedestrian bridge construction, and from CONTECH 
Construction Products, a manufacturer of pedestrian bridges. This is also discussed in 
Sections 3-6 of this report. 

 
3. Cost estimates were developed for the project, encompassing engineering/surveying, site 

clearing and grading, and construction. A variety of sources were utilized, as well as 
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consultation with engineering/construction firms who have completed similar projects. 
This data is presented in Section 7 of this report. 

 
4. Preliminary surveys of potential funding sources were made, and a possible matrix of 

funding was developed, as discussed in Section 8 of this report. Washtenaw Area 
Transportation Study was consulted on Federal and State funding sources. 

 
5. The basis for forming a non-profit 501c3 organization to help fund and maintain the 

shared-use trail was developed, and is discussed in Section 9 of this report. 
 
 
Presentations to Village of Manchester Government and the Public, 2010-2011 
 
As work progressed throughout 2010, the Project Team approached the Village of Manchester to 
submit a grant application to the Washtenaw County Parks & Recreation Commission under the 
Connecting Communities Program, to determine if the project would qualify for matching 
funding. The grant request deadline was December 31, 2010, so the Team presented available 
data at the following venues. 
 

1. The project was presented at the Village Council meeting of November 15, 2010, as a 
general information session to acquaint the Council with the work which had transpired 
throughout 2010. The proposed route, design, costs, funding sources and project 
organization were covered. The discussion covered both the trail and pedestrian bridge, 
together and as separate projects. Village utilities and right-of-way within the former 
railbed were discussed.  Specific comments by Council were noted and are addressed in 
this report in appropriate sections. The Council directed the Project Team to re-present 
the project at the Village Council meeting of December 6, before which the Team would 
identify adjacent property owners, and notify them and the general public regarding the 
December 6 meeting, at which a public comment session would be held. 

 
2. The Project Team implemented an extensive public notification effort prior to December 

6, via articles in the Manchester Enterprise, posters in various town businesses and 
offices and at the Village offices, e-mail notifications to various groups, and posting on 
the DDA/Chamber/Village websites and Chamber Facebook page. The Team also 
utilized the Washtenaw County MapWashtenaw™ GIS system to identify 52 property 
owners within the Village of Manchester whose property adjoined the railbed right-of-
way. A meeting information notice was mailed to each of these property owners 
concerning the nature of the meeting and seeking comments. Public attendance and/or 
comments were requested in all notices. 

 
3. The project was presented at the December 6 Village Council meeting, at which 

approximately 40 persons attended the public comment session. A variety of favorable 
and unfavorable comments were received from the public and the Council members. 
Some comments were provided by mail or personal conveyance to Council members or 
Team members. These comments are identified and addressed within the appropriate 
sections of this report. The Project Team believes the December 6 public meeting showed 
an overall strong public support for proceeding with the project.  

 
 Specific issues brought up by attendees included: 
 

• Trespassing concerns adjacent to right-of-way 
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• Use of trail by dogs, skateboarders 
• Sewer/water mains by and across millpond – avoid permanent structures over 

these utilities 
• Water main along length of right-of-way 
• Impact on “Railroad Street” and North Macomb Street regarding snowplowing 

and creating “dead end streets” 
• Presence of planted trees in right-of-way between Torrey and Division Streets and 

stated designation as National Wildlife Federation certified habitat. 
• Surface material composition for trail – pros and cons 
• Adjacency of trail end to Deutsche Grat Subdivision 
• Long term maintenance cost and funding sources, not to be a burden on Village 

taxpayers 
• Potential for lighting along trail route 
• Safety at crossings of M-52 and Main Street 

 
 A report by the Village Manager with comments12 was also received, and comments are 
 addressed in various sections of this report. Comments by Manchester DPW were also 
 received and are addressed in this report. 
 
 The proposed grant application to Washtenaw County Parks & Recreation Commission 
 was also discussed, along with a resolution of support from the Village Council. Village  
 Council comments covered assurance that trail funding is independent of Village 
 finances, and the possibility of declining a grant award. Council concerns included utility 
 logistics, necessity of a pedestrian bridge, sidewalk system integration, parks funds use, 
 and a portion of the trail that runs through the CEI Industries’ parking lot.  Council also 
 discussed the permanence of the millpond. The Council’s general consensus was to move 
 forward with the application submission to the County by December 31. 
 

4. The project was presented to the Manchester Village Planning Commission on December 
14, 2010. Specific comments made by Planning Commission members related to the 
necessity of the pedestrian bridge, and safety issues with persons jumping off the bridge 
and how to address this in the bridge design. These comments are addressed within this 
report. 

 
5. The draft Connecting Communities grant request13 was presented to and reviewed by the 

Village Council at its December 20, 2010 meeting. Revisions to the grant request were 
made at Council request, and the revised grant request was approved by the Village 
Council, and submitted to Washtenaw County on December 22, 2010. A resolution of 
support from Village Council (10-1220) was attached. Appendix 1 contains the approved 
3-year commitment letter from Washtenaw County dated March 8, 2011. 

 
 Public and Council comments included: 
 

• Future maintenance and costs 
• Pedestrian bridge safety 
• Township residents’ support vs. Village residents’ support 
• Possible separation of trail and bridge for approval and funding 
• Removal of references to proposed “Manchester Community Center” 
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6. At the February 21, 2011 Village Council meeting, a local resident shared his thoughts 

and experience regarding the proposed shared-use trail.  Although he noted that it is a 
nice idea for the community, he cautioned to proceed slowly and with due diligence.  The 
items he suggested be studied include: initial cost; plan design; pollution and erosion; 
maintenance of a paved trail; dog, snow, brush and litter clean-up; long term 
maintenance; and the groups that will be aligned with the Village. The resident also 
pointed out that Rails-to-Trails groups have used condemnation and eminent domain to 
acquire land and extend trails to uses other than the original intent. It was suggested that 
deed restrictions be used to keep the trail local and walking/biking only, as well as 
insisting on zero environmental impact. Another resident noted that a majority of trails 
use a wooded berm, and Council President Vailliencourt advised that the proposed trail 
uses crushed limestone and that the property already belongs to the Village. 

 
7. The Project Team presented the shared-use trail project to the Manchester Chicken Broil 

Board on March 17, 2011, and requested $20,000 funding, spread over two years if 
necessary. The Board advised that a decision will wait until September, to determine 
financial results from the July 2011 Chicken Broil. 

 
8. As announcements were made of certain 2011 grant funding opportunities, the 

Downtown Development Authority decided to apply for three small grants which can be 
used for specialized engineering and consulting services. These will resolve specific 
design questions and the cost of the proposed Manchester Mill Pond pedestrian bridge. 
These grant applications were reviewed with Village Council at the March 21, April 4 
and May 2 meetings. The grants were submitted through the DDA, to allow the DDA to 
be the contracting agency since the proposed bridge is in the DDA district, and the 
proposed 501c3 organization for the trail is not yet in place. 

 
The first grant request14 was submitted to the Chelsea-Area Wellness Foundation on 
March 24, 2011, to take advantage of mini-grant funding allocated to Manchester which 
was set to expire. The DDA requested $5,000 to help fund specialized engineering and 
consultant services required to complete the preliminary project design, prior to final 
Village of Manchester approval and the securing of remaining funding for the project. 
The grant will support soil type and load-bearing strength evaluation at the location of the 
proposed pedestrian bridge, bridge material and foundation choices, the proposed bridge 
set-up, placement and attachment options, and survey work. The DDA was awarded 
$4,500 on April 25, 2011 towards this project (see Appendix 2). 

 
 The second grant request15 was submitted to the Michigan Trails & Greenways Alliance 
 on May 10, 2011 under their 2011 Small Grants Fund program. The DDA requested 
 $4,000 for the same purpose as the CWF mini-grant request, to fund specialized 
 engineering and consultant services related to the proposed Mill Pond Pedestrian Bridge. 
 Awards were made in June 2011. The Manchester project was not funded due to 
 excessive funding requests relative to available funding. The Project Team was 
 encouraged to resubmit in 2012. 
 
 The third grant request16 was submitted on June 15, 2011 to the Kodak American 
 Greenways project, requesting $1,500 for the same purpose as the CWF and MTGA grant 
 requests, to support specialized bridge engineering and consulting. This grant request is 
 administered by The Conservation Fund, the originators of the Gateway Communities 
 Initiative. The 2011 grant program is focused on the communities and trails which 
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 balance commerce and conservation, the theme of the GCI program.  Awards are 
 expected in September 2011. 
 
 The Project Team is attempting to raise $8,000 - $10,000 for initial engineering work 
 needed to resolve open questions on the Pedestrian Bridge, and then move  forward with 
 final fundraising, design and construction.  
 

9. On April 4, 2011, the Village Council was provided an update on the project, focusing on 
the preliminary engineering and design completed to date, the status of the engineering 
scope document, the pro-bono engineering provided so far, plans to issue the document 
for public comment, and the plan to hold a public information meeting on the trail.  

 
 The current status of funding and the use of the Village land equity as a matching source 
 were reviewed. Major plans include a grant proposal to the Michigan Natural Resources 
 Trust Fund for the April 2012 cycle, and an application for non-motorized transportation 
 funding, both targeting towards the cost of the pedestrian bridge. The potential for major 
 CWF funding under the Manchester Wellness Coalition planning effort was also 
 presented. 
  
 An update on the proposed “Friends of the Manchester Trail” 501(c)3 organization was 
 also presented. Different fund-raising techniques were discussed. There is also some 
 interest from private donors when final Village approval is in place. 
  

10. The Project Team attended a pedestrian bridge design seminar conducted by CONTECH 
Construction Products in Lansing on May 25, 2011, at which information was gathered 
on the bridge types, design issues, and specific suggestions for the Manchester Shared-
Use Trail application. 
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3.  The Design Specification of the Shared-Use Trail  
 
This section addresses design specifications and options for the shared-use trail surface, and 
includes related subjects of access points, signage, clearances, accessibility and safety features. 
Section 4 covers the Mill Pond pedestrian bridge. Section 5 provides a detailed segment-by-
segment description of site-specific design issues. Various amenities planned for the trail are 
covered in Section 6. 
 
Basic Design Requirements 
 
The proposed Manchester Shared-Use Trail will reference the design guidelines of two national 
and well-established standards: 
 

1. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, American Association of State Highway 
and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), Washington, DC, 19995 

2. Trails for the Twenty-First Century, Second Edition, Charles A. Flink, Kristine Olka, 
Robert M. Searns, Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, 20016 

 
Several figures from these texts are utilized in this report for illustration purposes. Other 
references17, 18 provided additional details. 
  
The two primary documents ensure safe, efficient and functional designs for walking, bicycling 
and other shared-use purposes. In addition, Federal and State funding resources require 
compliance with the AASHTO guidelines and full accessibility. A fundamental premise of the 
proposed Manchester Shared-Use Trail is that federal/state funding will be obtained for part of 
the project, such as the Michigan Natural Resources Trust Fund, and federal Transportation 
Enhancement or Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality funds, which are typically available for these 
projects.  
 
The proposed trail will be designed for full compliance with the accessibility standards of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Ramps and other access assistance will be in 
compliance with ADA Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG) standards. The Americans with 
Disabilities Act recognizes that 1/5 of all Americans have a disability, and 1/2 of those over 65 
have a disability. The Project Team’s intent is to ensure maximum use of the trail by all groups. 
 
The design also conforms with the Washtenaw Non-Motorized Transportation Plan Design 
Guidelines10, published 2006. 
 
In general, this project will require approval and/or permitting from the following sources: 
Village of Manchester Parks Commission, Planning Commission, DDA and Council; Michigan 
Department of Transportation (M-52 crossing); Washtenaw County Road Commission; WWCA 
Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control; and the Michigan Department of Environmental 
Quality (MDEQ) for the bridge construction over the Mill Pond. 
 
Broad Design Goals for the Trail 
 
The trail beginning will be considered the west end, at the parking lot of the Washtenaw County 
Leonard Preserve and the railbed end at the west Village limits, and the trail end will be 
considered the parking lot of the Manchester Village Hall/Library. The trail will utilize the entire 
length of the former railroad bed, except for a small section at the far west end adjoining the 
Deutsche Grat Subdivision, at which point a connector path will tie the west railbed end into the 
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Leonard Preserve parking lot. On the east end, the trail will dead end at the west property line of 
the River Ridge Condominium complex, and a trail segment will consist of the recently rebuilt 
sidewalk on Hibbard Road from the railbed trail south to the Village Hall/Library.  
 
The west and east halves of the trail are proposed to be connected via a 14’ wide single-span 
pedestrian bridge across the Manchester Mill Pond, generally aligned with the location of the 
former railroad trestle bridge. This bridge is discussed in detail in Section 5 of this report. The 
bridge will tie into the north end of the property recently purchased by the Village at 116 Ann 
Arbor Street, which adjoins the railbed property. This will provide another convenient access 
path to downtown via the Main Street Bridge. As discussed further in Section 5, it is also 
proposed that a walking/bicycling easement be secured at the west end of the bridge from St. 
Mary’s Parish (Diocese of Lansing), which will connect the trail to Madison Street and direct 
downtown access to the north side of the central business district. 
 

Figure 10 - Proposed Route of Shared-Use Trail 
 
Beyond the AASHTO and ADA requirements, the Project Team examined other design goals 
which take into account the unique layout and setting of Manchester’s former railbed. The 
placement of the trail through the “heart” of the Village supports a partner working relationship 
with local businesses, the Chamber of Commerce and the Downtown Development Authority for 
mutual benefit. The passage of the trail through parks and the Village Hall/Library complex 
allows shared parking. The trail route passes by significant historical architecture and the natural 
beauty of the River Raisin and Manchester Mill Pond. The trail intersects walking routes 
established as part of the Healthy Communities Walking Program, as well as the Village 
sidewalk system in many locations. The trail will provide a route for schoolchildren to the 
Manchester Community Schools complex, as bus transportation does not exist within the 
Village. The trail will be a means to explore many aspects of Manchester, from nature to 
commerce. 
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Shared-use trails are facilities on exclusive right-of-way and with minimal cross flow by motor 
vehicles. Users are non-motorized and may include but are not limited to: bicyclists, in-line 
skaters, roller skaters, wheelchair users (both non-motorized and motorized) and pedestrians, 
including walkers, runners, people with baby strollers, people walking dogs, etc. These facilities 
are most commonly designed for two-way travel, and the design herein assumes a two-way 
facility along the entire route. The only motorized usage allowed will be powered wheelchairs. 
 
The Project Team set a goal of having the trail relate as closely as possible to the surroundings. 
For example, this led to the recommendation herein for a compacted crushed limestone trail 
surface, which provides the required hardness and durability for a wide variety of users, yet has a 
more natural look and ambience for the nature setting of the trail route than an asphalt or 
concrete surface. 
 
A major benefit of this project is the availability of a paid-for, level and generally intact former 
railroad grade which, even after 46 years, is still quite visible as a clear path. In fact, it is utilized 
on a daily basis by Village residents and visitors for walking purposes, particularly 
schoolchildren accessing the middle and elementary school buildings.   
 
The existing railroad right-of-way is generally 66 feet wide, but in some cases is reduced to 50 
feet and elsewhere is as wide as 100 feet. This width of clear and level land, with a solid below 
ground foundation from its earlier railcar load bearing function, provides an excellent starting 
point for designing the project. Within this right-of-way, the proposed width of the finished trail 
is 14 feet. Therefore, there is flexibility in laterally placing the finished path within the overall 
property width, which will be utilized to work around some existing structures and previous 
easement rights granted in the right-of-way. Section 5 of this report provides a detailed 
examination of each “segment” of the trail, including specific field notes, photographs, location 
issues and proposed resolutions. 
 
The Project Team, with its recommendation for a “natural” limestone surface, commits to a trail 
design with some seasonal limitations. The presence of heavy snow may hamper bicycling and 
walking, but will allow cross-country skiing and pulling of sleds. No plowing or removal of 
snow is planned. As with other motorized vehicles, the use of snowmobiles on the trail will not 
be permitted. 
 
During the public meetings, comments were raised about lighting the trail for night usage, and 
that areas of dense foliage may remain. Some foliage trimming will be done to establish clear 
sight zones and clearance for bicyclists. The issue of installing lighting remains open pending 
further discussion and the final design. 
 
The design and construction of the trail must recognize that the Village has installed a water 
system consisting of 8” to 12” water mains and valving along the majority of the former railbed 
(Segments 2 through 12A as defined in Section 5 of this report). Permanent structures cannot be 
built over the top of these utility locations.  This includes such items as signs, foundations, 
structures, and benches. Limestone, concrete, asphalt and other trail surfacing material is 
acceptable, as it can be removed and repaired/replaced if maintenance of the water main is 
required. This also applies to the placement of the Mill Pond bridge, which cannot interfere with 
water and sewer lines in the Mill Pond area. Placement of the bridge must also account for 
AT&T phone cables crossing the Mill Pond – this is discussed further in Section 5. 
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Defining the Users 
 
The Project Team sought input from several sources in defining allowed uses of the Shared-Use 
Trail, which becomes a key parameter in the design and construction of the trail. We started with 
the following, which are former railbeds converted to shared-use trails: 
 

1. Paint Creek Trailways Commission, www.paintcreektrail.org, owners and managers of 
the Paint Creek Trail in Oakland County. This is a 9-mile long crushed limestone trail 
between Rochester and Lake Orion. 

2. Lakelands Trail State Park, http://www.hamburg.mi.us/lakelands_trail_state_park, owned 
by Michigan DNR, Hamburg Township, and Friends of the Lakelands Trail, in 
Livingston County. This trail is approximately 20 miles long, with a mixture of asphalt, 
limestone and natural finish. 

3. The Katy Trail State Park, http://www.bikekatytrail.com, operated by the State of 
Missouri, which is a 225 mile compacted limestone trail. 

4. Gateway Communities Initiative workshop participants3 
 
The River Raisin Greenway, which exists on the old railroad bed between Adrian and Tecumseh, 
was also examined. This 8-mile asphalt trail is also known as the Kiwanis Trail, and was funded 
by the City of Adrian and the Kiwanis. This trail system offers walking, hiking, jogging, 
bicycling, wheelchair access, inline and roller skating and cross-country skiing.  
 
Potential users were also discussed at the December 6, 2010 Manchester Village Council public 
meeting, and with various members of the Manchester public during the course of this project. 
 
Based on these discussions and consideration of published reports on trail usage, the Project 
Team decided on the following planned uses:  
 

• Walking, jogging, running 
• Bicycling 
• Wheelchair use (manual and electric-motorized) 
• Strollers, wagons and other push/pull carriage-type 3-or 4-wheeled devices   
• Dogs will be permitted – provisions for dog waste collection bags and trash cans are 

included in the design, costs and maintenance plans 
 
The following uses will be discouraged, and signage/markings will so indicate: 
 

• Skateboards, roller blades/skates and other hard, small-diameter wheeled devices, 
recognizing that the compacted, crushed limestone surface presently planned may not be 
appropriate to such units. There is also concern for safety when skaters and walkers 
interact. At the December 6 public meeting, there were several statements opposing the 
use of roller blades and skate boards on the trail.  

• Equestrian usage. It is usually not desirable to mix horse riding and bicycle traffic on the 
same shared use trail. Bicyclists are often not aware of the need for slower speeds and 
additional operating space near horses. Horses can be startled easily and may be 
unpredictable if they perceive approaching bicyclists as a danger. Horses can also easily 
damage a compacted crushed limestone trail. 

 
The degree to which the trail will be “policed” to enforce these two restrictions will be developed 
by the Friends of the Manchester Trail organization, discussed in Section 9. 
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Any motorized vehicles, except motorized wheelchairs and maintenance vehicles needed for the 
trail upkeep, will be prohibited. Bollards and signage so indicating this are included in the 
design. Even where lawful, it is undesirable to mix mopeds or motorbikes with bicycles and 
pedestrians on the same facility. In general, mopeds should not be allowed on shared use paths 
because of conflicts with the slower moving bicyclists and other users. Mopeds also diminish the 
quiet, relaxing experience most users desire on shared use paths. 
 
Several sources indicated the following design speeds for pedestrians and bicyclists on 
compacted limestone paths: 
 

• Pedestrians, 2-4 MPH 
• Bicyclists, 8-15 MPH 

 
 
Type of Trail Surface 
 
The AASHTO standards call for a 10-foot finished surface, with 2-foot shoulders on each side. 

 
The Project Team began with a brief comparison of trail surface material, excerpted from 
Reference 18: 

Asphalt – Works well for bicycle commuters or inline skaters, but typically can't be used by 
equestrians; requires minor maintenance such as crack patching, yet has a life expectancy of 
seven to 15 years; flexible surface that requires use to remain pliable, and will last longer with 
heavy use; possible environmental contamination during construction. (This is often used in 
urban areas, or near trailheads and access points. Average users travel 2-4 miles.) 

 
Figure 11 – Basic Profile of Trail Surface 
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Concrete – Hardest, expensive, longest lasting, up to 25 years or more; appropriate for urban 
areas with severe climate swings and susceptibility to flooding. 

Crushed/granular stone (limestone, sandstone, crushed rock) – Can hold up well under heavy 
use; complements aesthetic of natural landscape; can accommodate nearly every trail user if 
crushed and compacted properly (except inline skaters). 

Soil cement – Mixture of pulverized native soil and Portland cement, rolled and compacted into 
very dense surface; cheaper than asphalt; drainage is very important to prevent erosion. 

Resin-based stabilized material – Resin is a tree product that binds aggregate or soil particles 
together; less environmental impact than asphalt; cheaper if surface is stabilized soil; aesthetics 
better match surrounding environment. 

Boardwalk – Used for wetlands, most expensive. 

Recycled materials - Like old rubber tires worked into concrete, recycled materials are also 
becoming more popular, yet there hasn't been extensive testing on them to know their longevity 
or wear tendencies. 
 
Total cost estimates per mile are: 

 Asphalt - $200K - $300K  
 Concrete - $300K - $500K  
 Crushed/granular stone - $80K - $120K  
 Soil cement - $60K - $100K  
 Resin-based stabilized material – varies  
 Boardwalk - $1.5 mil – $2 mil 

The cost data for these options is more extensively presented in Section 7. 
 
The selection of the trail surface should adopt a 10-20 year view in terms of periodic 
maintenance and refurbishment. Pavements should be machine laid; soil sterilants should be used 
where necessary to prevent vegetation from erupting through the pavement. 
 
A soils sampling investigation should be conducted to determine the load-carrying capabilities of 
the former railroad bed (if ballast has been removed), and the need for any special provisions. 
While loads on shared use paths will be substantially less than highway loads, paths should be 
designed to sustain without damage wheel loads of an occasional emergency or maintenance 
motor vehicle. 
 
When motor vehicles are driven on shared use paths, their wheels often will be at or very near 
the edges of the path. Since this can cause edge damage that, in turn, will reduce the effective 
operating width of the path, adequate edge support should be provided. Edge support can be 
either in the form of stabilized shoulders or constructing additional pavement width or thickness. 
The proposed 10 foot width of the trail should minimize this problem. 
 
A minimum 0.6-m (2-foot) wide graded area with a maximum 1:6 slope should be maintained 
adjacent to both sides of the path; however, 0.9 m (3 feet) or more is desirable to provide 
clearance from trees, poles, walls, fences, guardrails or other lateral obstructions. 
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Crushed fines may be bound together to minimize erosion and base migration issues. The trail 
construction and maintenance must also consider safe environmental handling and disposal of 
crushed fines and other materials used for the trail surface and shoulders. . 
 
The choices of trail materials were discussed with other trail owner/operators, with outside 
engineering sources, and with public members. At the Manchester Village Council public 
meeting December 6, 2010, a majority of attendees favored the compacted crushed limestone 
approach as more natural for the setting, lower cost and a discouragement to skateboarding and 
other hard-wheeled uses which were viewed as potentially harmful to the trail surface and posing 
a risk to other users. They also felt that asphalt would be hot to walk on in the summer heat, and 
that asphalt would cause bicyclists to ride faster on the trail. Some attendees favored the asphalt 
trail surface as more conducive to all forms of bicycle tires, and were concerned that the 
limestone surface would result in a “loose gravel” texture. Others noted that the asphalt surface 
would make maintenance of the village water mains more difficult. 
 
In discussions with Lakelands Trail personnel (Livingston County) regarding use of horses and 
other experiences, this trail, a State park, is installing a second, parallel equestrian lane because 
of damage to the existing limestone trail from horse traffic. The Paint Creek Trail personnel 
confirmed that their experience with the crushed compacted limestone had been excellent, and 
that users in that area preferred this surface because of the ambience of the Paint Creek setting 
between Rochester and Lake Orion. 
 
At this point, the Project Team recommends a compacted, crushed limestone finish to the trail 
surface. This provides the following benefits: 
 

• A natural appearance in keeping with the areas through which the trail will traverse 
• A surface that is hard but low maintenance 
• A surface which allows easy access to below ground utilities as needed, primarily the 

Village water main which runs under a majority of the former railbed 
• Lower initial construction costs 
• A surface that is easier on foot modes such as walking, jogging and running 

 
The costs shown in this report reflect this type of surface. A photograph of the proposed 
appearance of the limestone trail is shown in Figure 12 on Page 35. This illustrates the Katy 
Trail in Missouri. Figure 13 on Page 36 shows a cross-section of the trail surface. 
 
The Project Team considers the subject open for further discussion during the public comment 
period, and the final surface treatment will be resolved in the final engineering. 
 
 
Steps to Preparing the Trail 
 
In general, the following steps will be needed to prepare the railbed surface for use, utilizing the 
AASHTO standards: 
 

1. Surveys of segments of the railbed right-of-way, particularly in areas where the right-of-
way closely adjoins residential properties, and where easements have been allowed in the 
right-of-way, such as the asphalt parking lot extension for CEI Holdings LLC on Division 
Street. Survey data from the original 1870s purchases, and the map sections provided to 
the Village in 1965, are available as resources. 
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2. Determining the lateral placement of the finished 14’ wide surface within the existing 
right-of-way width. 

3. A general clearing of the existing grass and brush, and trimming of overhanging tree 

 
Figure 12 – The Katy Trail in Missouri – Compacted Crushed Limestone Surface 

 
 
The trail will be accessible at numerous public locations along its length. Besides nearby street 
parking, it is anticipated that public parking lots will include, from west to east: 
 

1. The Leonard Preserve parking lot 
2. A proposed small parking lot on the northwest corner of the Village property on Union 

Street 
3. Chi-Bro Park parking lot 
4. The Village Hall/Library parking lot 

 

branches. 
4. Grading and leveling as may be needed. 
5. Preparation of a level sub-grade and sub-base. 
6. Preparation of the final crushed and compacted limestone layer. 
7. Completion of side mulching and drainage. 
8. Completion of curb cutouts at intersections with paved streets. 
9. Completion of warning striping and signage where the trail crosses a vehicular road. 
10.  Installation of safety bollards as the trail approaches a road crossing. 
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Figure 13- Typical Cross-Section of Trail Surface  

 
 
Specific Design Aspects of the Trail

Identification marker posts with maps will be placed at various locations along the trail. Rest 
benches will be placed at various locations where scenic or pleasant views are afforded. Trash 
cans maintained by the Friends of the Manchester Trail will be available. These facilities and
other potential amenities are discussed further in Section 6. 
 
 

 
 
Slopes and grades 
 
Grades on the shared-use trail should be kept to a minimum, especially on long inclines. Grades 
greater than 5 percent are undesirable, because the ascents are difficult for many bicyclists to 
climb and the descents cause some bicyclists to exceed the speeds at which they are competent or 
comfortable. Grades steeper than 3 percent may not be practical for shared-use trails with 
crushed stone or other unpaved surfaces for both handling and drainage erosion reasons. 
 
There are selected locations along the proposed railbed which may require grading and fill to 
achieve this goal, due to buildup of the adjacent paved streets over the years, and because of 
backfill onto the railbed from adjacent properties. These are discussed in Section 5 of this report. 
 
For wheelchair users, low running grades, preferably below 5 percent, are desirable because 
exertion is needed to push up, and controlling the wheelchair going down on steep grades is a 
problem. Cross slopes should be no more than 2-3 percent. The greater the cross slope, the 
greater the gravity pull on the wheelchair to turn into the slope. Combining a steep running grade 
with a steep cross slope increases the difficulty of maneuvering a wheelchair. On a hardened or 
paved surface, a 2 percent cross slope will drain off water in most cases. 
 
Tree and foliage clearance 
 
The minimum vertical clearance required along the shared-use trail is 8’ for bicyclists (ground to 
lowest tree branch). However, vertical clearance may need to be greater to permit passage of 
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ma n 

 
 

 
Figure 14 – Tree Clearance Requirements for Bicyclists6 

 
Car Parking 

intenance and emergency vehicles. There are locations along the railbed with overgrow
foliage, as discussed in Section 5, which will require trimming to meet this objective. 

 
  
The proposed design has many access points along the various road right-of-ways, with nearby 
street parking, as well as public parking lots at three points -Village Hall (east end), Chi-Bro 
Park (mid-point), and the Leonard Preserve (west end). Because of its village setting, a large 
numbers of users will simply walk from their homes to the trail, and will not need their cars. 
 
Rest Stops 
 
The design includes provision for rest benches and tables at certain locations, as discussed in the 
Section 5 segment approach. Signage along the trail will direct users to nearby public restrooms, 
water facilities, and availability of compressed air. Bike racks will be available at the three 
public parking lot locations.  
 
Sight Distance 
 
There are generally three sight distance issues that apply to junctions: (1) stopping sight distance, 
(2) intersection sight distance, and (3) decision sight distance. 
 
To provide pedestrians and bicyclists with an opportunity to see and react to the unexpected, the 
shared use trail will be designed with adequate stopping sight distances. Figure 15 on Page 38 
illustrates the required sight distances. 
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Figure 15 – Required Sight Distances for Different Users 

 
 
Sight distance will need to be reviewed in Segment 5 (Pedestrian Bridge to East Side of M-52) 
and Segment 10 (Torrey to Division), as discussed in Section 5 of this report. 
 
Signage 
 
Adequate signing and marking are essential on shared-use trails, especially to alert bicyclists to 
potential conflicts and to convey regulatory messages to both bicyclists and motorists at highway 
intersections.  
 
Pavement markings at a crossing should accomplish two things: channel trail users to cross at a 
clearly defined location, and provide a clear message to motorists that this particular section of 
the road must be shared with other users. 
 
For the trail user, stop signs, stop bar pavement markings, yield signs, caution signs or other 
devices should be used as applicable. For a roadway user, a clear message must be presented in a 
location where it will be seen by that user. Traditional treatments have included the bicycle 
crossing sign (WII-I), the pedestrian crossing sign (WIIA-2), the pedestrian crosswalk lines 
[double 150-mm (6-inch) lines spaced not less than 1.8 m (6 feet) apart], or flashing yellow 
lights at the crosswalk. “Zebra-style" or colorized pavement crosswalks, which are far more 
visible than traditional designs, are also options. 
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Crossings and Ramps 
 
Approach Treatments: Shared-use trail intersections and approaches should be on relatively flat 
grades. Stopping sight distance at intersections should be evaluated and adequate warning signs 
should be provided to allow bicyclists to stop before reaching the intersection, especially on 
downgrades. 
 
Crosswalks for the shared-use trail are proposed at residential mid-block locations, at the trail 
intersection with Main Street (an acute angle), and at M-52, a busy traffic zone. The resultant 
safety issues must be addressed in terms of approaches and signage. 

Ramps for curbs at intersections should be at least the same width as the shared use trail. As 
discussed in the segment approach of Section 5, there are some locations where trail lateral 
alignment, curb cutouts and ramps will need to consider the existing placement of drains and 
utility equipment to meet this goal.  Curb cuts and ramps should provide a smooth transition 
between the shared use trail and the roadway. Ramps eliminate distention between road and 
sidewalk for those with vision impairments. The standards to be followed are Americans with 
Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG). 
 
Curb ramps are typically thought of as an accommodation for bicyclists and wheelchair users, 
but they can be used by the visually impaired as a warning of the transition from the path to the 
street. If they fail to detect the ramp, they are at risk of walking into the street, which may result 
in serious consequences. If the ramp grade is low, a visually impaired person may not detect the 
transition. Detectable warnings and contrasting colors at the bottom of ramps may help detect the 
presence of a curb ramp. A tradeoff may exist between the visually impaired and mobility 
impaired when using truncated domed surfaces, because maneuverability may be more difficult 
for both the bicyclist and the mobility impaired. 
 
Drainage 
 
The recommended minimum finished trail cross slope of 2 percent adequately provides for 
drainage. Sloping in one direction instead of crowning is preferred and usually simplifies the 
drainage and surface construction. A smooth surface is essential to prevent water ponding and 
ice formation. On unpaved shared use paths, particular attention should be paid to drainage to 
avoid erosion. 
 
To assist in preventing erosion in the area adjacent to the shared use path, the design should 
include considerations for preserving the natural ground cover. Seeding, mulching and sodding 
of adjacent slopes, swales and other erodible areas should be included in the project plans. 
 
Lighting 
 
The Project Team has not made a recommendation on trail lighting at this point. Fixed-source 
lighting improves visibility along trails and at intersections. In addition, lighting allows the 
bicyclist to see the path direction, surface conditions and obstacles. Lighting for shared use trails 
is important if night usage is expected, such as paths serving students or commuters, and at 
highway intersections. Depending on the location, average maintained horizontal illumination 
levels of 5 lux to 22 lux should be considered. This topic will be explored further in final design. 
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Bollards 
 
Shared use trails need some form of physical barrier at road intersections to prevent unauthorized 
motor vehicles from using the facilities. Provisions can be made for a lockable, removable (or 
reclining) barrier post to permit entrance by authorized vehicles. Posts or bollards should be set 
back beyond the clear zone on the crossing highway, or be of a breakaway design. The post 
should be permanently reflectorized for nighttime visibility, and painted a bright color for 
improved daytime visibility. When more than one post is used, an odd number of posts at 5-foot 
spacing is desirable. Wider spacing can allow entry to motor vehicles, while narrower spacing 
might prevent entry by adult tricycles, wheelchair users, and bicycles with trailers. Figure 16 
shows a typical bollard design. There is some discussion in the literature that bollards may 
present a greater hazard to bicyclists than the benefit they provide by blocking motorized traffic. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 16 – Typical Bollard Design 
 
Fences and Railings 
 
At the December 6, 2010 Village Council public meeting, the potential for installing low, split-
rail fencing where the trail passes close to residential homes was discussed, due to concerns over 
trespassing. The fencing would clearly mark the limit of the right-of-way. The Project Team 
committed to meet with affected property owners prior to trail construction regarding this option. 
Some participants felt the fence would be more of a burden than the risk of trespassing, and 
stated they did not favor it. The Project Team referred to surveys which showed that trespassing 
potential actually declined with a finished trail surface, as the “route you should stay on” was 
clearly visible, as opposed to the unfinished right-of way corridor where users may wander more. 
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4.  The Design Specification of the Manchester Mill Pond Pedestrian Bridge 
 
The two halves of the existing railbed trail route are separated by the Manchester Mill Pond in 
downtown Manchester. The Project Team considers it essential to join these halves with a 
pedestrian bridge spanning the mill pond, generally following the route of the original railroad 
trestle bridge. This will provide a continuous two-mile route from west to east Village limits. If 
the bridge is not placed, the trail will have two significant dead-ends and lose much of its natural, 
historic and recreational appeal. Users of one half of the trail would need to detour along Main 
Street to attempt finding the other half of the trail. The Project Team believes that the true value 
of the trail as a Village asset is to maintain the integrity and continuity of the original rail route, 
encompassing the whole natural setting and river crossing, while also providing three access 
points to the downtown business district, churches and other parks from the trail. The bridge will 
be a destination point for the trail, overlooking the historic downtown and the Mill Pond setting.  
 
During public meetings, some respondents have advocated not building the bridge, generally 
citing concerns regarding the cost or safety of the proposed bridge. The Project Team has 
committed to raising the funding for the bridge before any construction is planned, and has taken 
steps to incorporate into the design several features meant to minimize the risks of using (or 
misusing) the bridge, as discussed further in this report.    
 
Figure 17 provides an aerial view of the Manchester Mill Pond crossing location. The bridge 
location is outlined by the white lines crossing the mill pond left of center. The Village owns the 
100 foot wide parcel across the Mill Pond. 

Figure 17 – Aerial View of Proposed Pedestrian Bridge Location  
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Figure 18 provides a view of this location taken from the Main Street Bridge looking north. 
 

 
Figure 18 – View of Mill Pond and Proposed Bridge Location from Main Street Bridge 

 
The west entrance of the bridge will be located in the railbed cutout currently behind the St. 
Mary’s Church Hall on Madison Street. The east entrance will be at the railbed passage west of 
M-52 opposite the entrance to Chi-Bro Park. This span over the River Raisin Mill Pond will 
accommodate all users of the trail itself, as well as small maintenance vehicles. It will not be 
designed for normal vehicular traffic.  
 
The bridge is planned to be 14’ in width for all conceived uses and in compliance with AASHTO 
standards. The AASHTO standards assume the same width to the bridge as the trail itself, and 
allows for two-way traffic involving walkers, bicyclists and wheelchairs. The bridge design will 
include live load calculations which assume a large number of people assembled on the bridge to 
view an event, such as a canoe race below, as well as standard live loads and dead loads required 
per code. The clear span distance, level ground to level ground, is currently estimated at 250 feet 
based on review of scaled aerial and topographic maps. This number will be exactly determined 
by laser range-finding and surveying, and may vary based on the final foundation/abutment 
design chosen. 
 
The river width at the proposed crossing point is 156 feet, using measurements from scaled aerial 
photographs. The proposed crossing point is also the minimum width location of the mill pond 
both north and south for some distance. The river level is 891 feet above sea level from the 
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Manchester U.S. topographic map. The estimated height of the bridge bottom is 925 feet above 
sea level. Therefore, the proposed bridge bottom is estimated to be 35 feet above the water level. 
 
All of these measurements require professional surveyor verification in the field, a task discussed 
later in this section.  
 
The Project Team considered different approaches to this bridge design and appearance. Figure 
19 shows the historical trestle bridge which existed into the 1970s. 
 

 
Figure 19 – The Historic Trestle Bridge across the Manchester Mill Pond 

 
  
Figure 20 on Page 45, excerpted from Reference 6, illustrates three types of bridge and footing 
designs for spanning the mill pond. The Team visited several locations in Michigan and Ohio 
where shared-use pedestrian bridges have been constructed as part of a trail spanning a river, 
road, or lake/mill pond. It became clear that the single-span design with spread footings and 
abutments was the universal choice, particularly when height above the underlying river or road 
was significant. 
 
The Project Team elected to focus on a free-standing, clear-span structure made of naturally-
weathering steel, with low-maintenance IPE wood or composite plank materials. The bridge will 
be anchored in concrete support foundations placed on both sides of the mill pond at the grade 
level of the trail. This design provides visual attractiveness and elegance, combined with long 
life and low maintenance.  
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Single-span, weatherizing steel pedestrian bridges over bodies of water are common in this area, 
and examples were viewed in Saline (Curtiss Park – Saline River), Clinton (Tate Park - River 
Raisin), Blissfield (Ellis Park - River Raisin), and Grand Rapids, Ohio (Maumee River). 

 
Figure 20 – Alternate Pedestrian Bridge Configurations (excerpted from Reference 6) 
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The John F. Robison Memorial Bridge in Clinton, spanning the River Raisin at Tate Park on the 
west end of town, was chosen as the reference shared-use bridge design. It is 74’ long, 14’ 10” 
wide, with a 20,000 lb vehicle load limit, as the bridge also serves as an alternate vehicle access 
route into Tate Park by Parks and Recreation in lieu of the normal Michigan Avenue entrance. 
Contact was made with Kevin Cornish, Village Manager, who stated that the Village chose the 
weathering steel material for lower future maintenance and to avoid the need for periodic 
repainting. 
 
The bridge was designed, fabricated and supplied by Continental Bridge Company of 
Alexandria, Minnesota, now a division of CONTECH Construction Products. In discussions with 
Kevin Cornish, he related that the bridge cost $225,000 in 2008, including the bridge structure, 
installation, footings, preparation, fencing, and engineering. The funding came $100,000 from 
MDOT through the CMAQ (Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality) Program, and $125,000 
from Village funds. He related an excellent experience with Continental Bridge. 
 
Figures 21 and 22 show the Robison Bridge in Clinton. 
 

 
Figure 21 – View of Robison Bridge in Tate Park, Clinton, MI 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Figure 22 – View across Robison Bridge in Clinton, MI 

 
 
Similar bridges are installed in Blissfield and Saline. A CONTECH pedestrian bridge was also 
observed in Grand Rapids, Ohio, traversing a mill race, and connecting a park and shared-use 
trail with the historic downtown area. 
 
The Project Team initiated contact with CONTECH through their website www.cdstech.com

 
Figure 22 – View across Robison Bridge in Clinton, MI 

 
 
Similar bridges are installed in Blissfield and Saline. A CONTECH pedestrian bridge was also 
observed in Grand Rapids, Ohio, traversing a mill race, and connecting a park and shared-use 
trail with the historic downtown area. 
 
The Project Team initiated contact with CONTECH through their website www.cdstech.com, 

 

specification letter, reproduced in Figure 23 on Page 48, for the clear-span construction 
envisioned for this trail. Mr. Matheny subsequently noted that 250 feet was nearing the 
maximum limit for Connector® style bridges with weathering steel, and that other design options 
could be explored when final site measurements and soil conditions/load bearing capacity were 
established. 
 
CONTECH also provided a rendition of the proposed bridge appearance across the Manchester 
Mill Pond, to give a sense of scale and span across the pond. This illustration is shown in Figure 
24 on Page 49. 
 

 

and utilized the “Design Your Own Bridge” option. The Connector® series of bridges matched 
the Clinton bridge design, and some preliminary design options were explored. Members of the
Project Team from the Downtown Development Authority then met with Steven Matheny of 
CONTECH’s Union Lake, Michigan office on August 23, 2010 at the Main Street Bridge, to 
review our plans and observe the setting. This resulted in a preliminary cost estimate and 
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Figure 23 – Text of CONTECH Engineering Estimate for Shared-Use Pedestrian Bridge20 
 
 
This cost estimate must be supplemented by the cost of the bridge foundation and abutment 
system, the method of installation, and engineering/survey work required to develop the final 
design. In Section 7, the Project Team has estimated this as $155,000, based on research and 
discussions with outside engineering firms. The cost estimate above will also need to be 
confirmed or revised based on material and labor costs at the time of construction, as well as the 
results of consulting assistance the Project Team is recommending to resolve questions regarding 
bridge type, materials, foundation design and installation method. 
 
During the public presentations in November and December 2010, the Village Manager and the 
Department of Public Works expressed three concerns relative to the design and placement of a 
permanent bridge structure and foundations in the former railbed right-of-way: 
 

Project:  Manchester DDA River Raisin Walking/Bicycling Bridge 
 
The following is a Continental Pedestrian Bridge System ENGINEER’S COST ESTIMATE for 
Manchester DDA River Raisin Walking/Bicycling Bridge. This ESTIMATE is intended for preliminary 
estimating purposes only and should not be interpreted as a final QUOTATION. The information 
presented is based on the most current data made available to CONTECH. 
 
CONTECH will fabricate and deliver the following described Continental Pedestrian Bridge 
components and appurtenances: 
 
DESCRIPTION OF SUPPLIED MATERIALS: 
 

 250 x 14ft Continental Capstone Bridge 
o Weathering Steel Finish 
o 2” x 8” (nominal) Ironwood IPE Deck 
o Design Stresses in conformance with AISC (ASD) (Standard) 
o Horizontal Safety Rails at 4” max to height of 42 inches 
o IPE (rub rail) and Steel Toe plate provided 
o Uniform Live Load of 85psf reduce  
o Vehicular Live Load of 10,000 lbs 
o Delivered in 10 Sections 

    
      ESTIMATE - $628,100 Delivered (F.O.B.) 
       
 
ESTIMATED HEAVIEST CRANE PICK = 247,300 lbs.  
 
These costs do not include the foundation or installation costs.  As part of the construction process, 
the contractor is to perform the items listed below in accordance with the installation drawings: 

 
 Excavate and/or construction for the structure & foundations 
 Provide and install anchor bolts 
 Unload and set structure utilizing crane  
 Touch-Up paint work 
 Third-party testing  
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1. The Village water main passing through the railbed right-of-way and across the River 
Raisin Mill Pond cannot be covered by any permanent structure which would block 
access to the water main when repairs/replacements are needed. The water main must be 
precisely located within the ROW, and the permanent bridge structures placed to avoid 
the water main. 

 
2. A Village sewer line and related access road run alongside the east side of the Mill Pond, 

below the 891 foot elevation of the pond. This sewer line serves the Riverbend 
subdivision area and also homes along Ann Arbor Street. Any bridge structure, supports 
or foundation cannot interfere with access to this line by maintenance trucks or 
equipment traveling the access road. 

 
3. Overhead AT&T phone lines span the Mill Pond in the railbed right-of-way. This may 

influence installation of the bridge, and consultation with AT&T should be undertaken 
about options such as rerouting the lines under the bridge structure. 

  

 
Figure 24 – Rendition of Proposed Appearance of Connector® Pedestrian Bridge 

 Across Manchester Mill Pond 
 
 
Based on the proposed length of 250 feet across the Mill Pond, CONTECH Construction 
Products recommended viewing a 236 foot pedestrian bridge on Adams Street near Holland, 
Michigan, crossing I-196 and connecting walking paths outside of Holland and Zeeland. This 
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site was visited on October 8, 2010, where the Project Engineer, Scott Post, P. E. of Prein & 
Newhof, provided a tour, overview and engineering data for the bridge. 
 
Figures 25 and 26 show this structure and abutment. This bridge was built to both Federal 
accessibility standards and MDOT standards, because it crossed a freeway. The MDOT 
standards required caging around the entire structure, to prevent objects from being thrown onto 
the freeway below, and a concrete decking to prevent drippage and objects falling onto the road 
surface below. The bridge structure is also a finished painted black steel to eliminate corrosion 
concerns from traffic spray and road salt. This added substantially to the dead load weight of the 
bridge and the cost. The Project Team noted these requirements because of the freeway crossing, 
but felt that such an appearance over the Mill Pond would be unattractive, and that caging and 
concrete decking would negate the natural ambience desired for the Manchester Shared-Use 
Trail.  
 
 

 
 

 
Figure 25 – CONTECH Pedestrian Bridge at I-196, Holland, Michigan 

 
 
The total cost of this bridge was approximately $1,000,000 with concrete decking, abutments, 
foundation and wingwalls. CONTECH pre-cast abutment panels for the abutment walls were 
specified, these wall sections were placed on a mud mat, and the 15’-6” by 23’-3” by 2’-9” thick 
footing was formed and poured around the bottom of the precast wall sections.  
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Figure 26 – CONTECH Pedestrian Bridge Abutment and Foundation Structure, Holland, MI  
 
The Project Team envisions an abutment and foundation structure similar to Figure 26 for the 
proposed pedestrian bridge, but a standard, unenclosed, IPE decking bridge structure similar to 
Figure 21. 
 
The Project Team researched some information on the bluff shorelines of the Manchester Mill 
Pond where the bridge would be placed. The Soil Survey of Washtenaw County, Michigan, U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, 1973 19 was examined for soil type. This 
reference indicated a soil type “FpC”, a Fox variant consisting of well-drained, nearly level to 
moderately steep soils formed in loamy textured gravelly and cobbly deposits underlain by 
gravelly sand. These soils are on outwash plains, valley trains, terraces, and moraines. 
 
A representative profile consists of a surface layer of dark grayish-brown cobbly sandy loam 8 
inches thick. The subsoil is dark-brown, firm cobbly clay loam 19 inches thick. The underlying 
material is pale-brown gravelly sand. The FpC variant is Fox cobbly sandy loam, cobbly variant, 
6 to 12 percent slopes. 
 
This soil type will need to be confirmed by field survey, and evaluated for load-bearing capacity 
as part of the bridge foundation design. A load-bearing value of 2000-3000 lbs/sq. ft. is expected.   
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Figure 27 shows the view approaching the proposed Mill Pond crossing on the west side. As 
discussed further in Section 5, some backfill has spilled into the right-of-way associated with 
construction of the St. Mary’s Hall parking lot some years ago, and several trees along the bluff 
shoreline will need to be removed. 
 
 

 

 
 
Figure 28 on Page 53 shows the corresponding view on the east side approach of the Mill Pond. 
Tree removal is also required. 
 
The Project Team set about defining as much of the requirements and design specifications for 
the proposed Manchester Shared-Use Trail pedestrian bridge as could be done without engaging 
expertise for field measurements and soil evaluations. These specifications are addressed in the 
following sections. 
 
General Design Specifications

Figure 27 – View of Mill Pond Approach on West Side 

 
 
The pedestrian bridge will have walking and bicycling traffic, as well as an occasional 
maintenance vehicle. The bridge must meet design codes for dead and live loads, and conform to 
AASHTO standards5. Live loads include wind loads, seismic loads and large crowds gathered on 
the bridge for an event. 
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Specifications21, 22 were provided by CONTECH Construction Products, and the key 
requirements are listed below. 
 

1. The top of the top chord shall not be less than 54 inches above the deck (measured from 
the high point of the riding surface) on bike path structures. 

 
2. Vertical safety rails or pickets shall be placed on the structure, spaced so as to prevent a 

4" sphere from passing through the truss. 
 

 
Figure 28 – View of Mill Pond Approach on East Side 

 
 
The bridge will invoke AISC design codes, and have a uniform live load design basis of 85psf. 
The minimum clear width should be the same as the approaching shared use trail. Access by
maintenance vehicles should be considered in establishing the design clearances. Because of 
bicycle use, the railings will be 54” high. On all bridge decks, special care should be taken to 
ensure that bicycle-safe expansion joints are used, and that decking materials that become 
slippery when wet are avoided. 
 
Figure 29 on Page 54 illustrates the reference bridge design utilized for this report, the 
CONTECH Connector® series, similar to the existing bridge over the River Raisin in Clinton’s
Tate Park. Figure 30 on Page 55 illustrates a generic CONTECH drawing of the Connector® 
bridge. Figure 31 on Page 56 shows a bridge cross-section view. 
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Figure 29 – CONTECH Connector® Bridge 
 
 
 

3. The bridge shall have a vertical camber dimension at midspan equal to 100% of the full 
dead load deflection plus 1% of the full length of the bridge. 

 
4. The bridge abutments shall be constructed at the same elevation on both ends of the 

bridge. 
 

5. Wood decking shall be naturally durable hardwood Ipe (Tabebuia Spp Lapacho Group), 
and shall be supplied S4S (surfaced four sides), and E4E (eased four edges), with the 
edges eased to a radius of 1/8”. 

 
6. The bridge will be supplied with a 1" x 5-1/2" naturally durable hardwood Ipe (Tabebuia 

Spp Lapacho Group) rubrails.  
 

7. The picket safety system shall be designed for an infill loading of 200 pounds, applied 
horizontally at right angles, to a one square foot area at any point in the system. 

 
8. Dead Load - the bridge structure shall be designed considering its own dead load 

(superstructure and original decking) only. No additional dead loading need be 
considered. 
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9. Uniform Live Load - Pedestrian Live Load. Main Members: Main supporting members, 
including girders, trusses and arches shall be designed for a pedestrian live load of 85 
pounds per square foot of bridge walkway area. The pedestrian live load shall be applied 
to those areas of the walkway so as to produce maximum stress in the member being 
designed. Secondary Members: Bridge decks and supporting floor systems, including 
secondary stringers, floor beams and their connections to main supporting members shall 
be designed for a live load of 85 pounds per square foot, with no reduction allowed. 

 

10. Concentrated Loads - The bridge superstructure, floor system and decking shall be 
designed for each of the following point load conditions: A concentrated load of 1000 
pounds placed on any area 2.5 ft x 2.5 ft square. 

 

11. Wind Load - Horizontal Forces: The bridge shall be designed for a wind load of 25 
pounds per square foot on the full vertical projected area of the bridge as if enclosed. The 
wind load shall be applied horizontally at right angles to the longitudinal axis of the 
structure. The wind loading shall be considered both in the design of the lateral load 
bracing system and in the design. 

 

12. Snow Load - The bridge shall be designed for snow loads appropriate to the Manchester, 
MI location, 25 psf. 

 
13. Seismic Forces - The bridge shall be designed for seismic forces based on the static force 

procedure as outlined in the 1997 Uniform Building Code. Seismic loads shall be 
determined in accordance with Section 1630. 

Figure 30 - CONTECH Connector® Bridge Profile 
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Figure 31 – CONTECH Connector® Bridge Cross-Section 

 
 

14. Bearing Devices - Bridge bearings shall consist of a steel setting or slide plate placed on 
the abutment or grout pad. The bridge bearing plate which is welded to the bridge 
structure shall bear on this setting plate. One end of the bridge will be fixed by fully 
tightening the nuts on the anchor bolts at that end. The opposite end will have finger tight 
only nuts to allow movement under thermal expansion or contraction. 

 
 The bridge bearings shall sit in a recessed pocket on the concrete abutment. Minimum 8-

day strength for the abutment concrete shall be 3,000 PSI. The bearing seat shall be a 
minimum of 16" wide. The step height (from bottom of bearing to top-of-deck) shall be 
determined by the bridge manufacturer. Bridges in excess of 100 feet in length or bridges 
with dead load reactions of 15,000 pounds or more (at each bearing location) shall have 
teflon on teflon or stainless steel on teflon slide bearings placed between the bridge 
bearing plate and the setting plate.  

 
15. Engineering design of the bridge supporting foundations (abutment, pier, bracket and/or 

footings), including design of anchor bolt embedments, shall be the responsibility of the 
foundation engineer. The contractor shall provide all materials for (including anchor 
bolts) and construction of the bridge supporting foundations. The contractor shall install 
the anchor bolts in accordance with the manufacturer's anchor bolt spacing dimensions. 
Information as to bridge support reactions and anchor bolt locations will be furnished by 
the bridge manufacturer after receipt of order and after the bridge design is complete. 

 
16. Steel Finish - Unpainted Weathering Steel. Bridges which are not to be painted shall be 

fabricated from high strength, low alloy, atmospheric corrosion resistant ASTM A847 
cold-formed welded square and rectangular tubing and/or ASTM A588, or ASTM A242, 
ASTM A606 plate and structural steel shapes (Fy = 50,000 psi). 
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Discussion of Steel, Decking and Railing Alternatives 
 
It appeared to the Project Team that the most commonly used materials in local pedestrian 
bridges are weathering steel and treated wood decking. The most common alternative to 
weathering steel is galvanized steel, which is more expensive but is more resistant to corrosion 
and has a longer service life. Alternatives to treated wood decking include ipe wood, and wood-
plastic composite (WPC) decking. All of these have trade-offs regarding service life, cost, and 
environmental impact. Ipe wood is an extremely dense, extremely hard wood from tropical 
forests in South America; it requires no treatment and yet has a service life of 30-40 years, as 
compared to the 15-20 year service life of treated wood, and it is more expensive than treated 
wood. WPC is generally more expensive, longer-lasting, and stronger than treated wood, but its 
specific design parameters vary greatly, depending on its manufacturer. 
 

Weathering steel resists corrosion without the need for external coatings because of its chemical 
composition, which includes a small amount of copper, chromium, silicon, or nickel. This 
changes the way in which rust forms on the surface of the structure. In carbon steel, rust typically 
forms a crystalline structure which allows air and moisture to penetrate ever further into the 
material, creating a self-reinforcing cycle of degradation of structural integrity. In weathering 
steel, the rust forms a granular, tightly packed layer which effectively protects the steel beneath it 
from exposure to air and moisture. The formation of this protective oxide layer, or patina as it is 
sometimes called, relies on a regular cycle of wet and dry weather, and it is vulnerable to salt as 
well as industrial pollutants such as sulfur dioxide. 
 
There are also options to consider when deciding what material to use for the decking of a 
pedestrian bridge. A commonly-used material is pressure treated wood, usually Douglas fir or 
Southern Yellow pine. These types of wood are typically chemically treated to prevent rot and 
insect damage. Discussion of the chemical treatment will need to consider current regulations 
and maintenance requirements. There should be a barrier between any treated wood decking and 
any weathering steel structure, as direct contact between them can prevent the weathering 
process from taking hold and hasten the corrosion process. The service life of treated wood is 
estimated by bridge engineers at around 15-20 years, as long as maintenance is kept up. 
 
Ipe tropical hardwood is extremely dense and hard. It requires no treatment at all, yet will last 
longer than treated wood. It poses no health or environmental hazards once installed, but only 
timber from companies that have an independent certification for practicing sustainable forestry 
should be considered. Ipe wood is the most expensive material to use for decking, but the initial 
expense is offset by its durability—its service life is estimated at 30-40 years—and its low 
maintenance requirements. 
 
Wood-plastic composite (WPC) decking is composed of plastic and wood particles. The appeal 
of WPC timber is that it reduces environmental impacts by preventing the harvesting of forests, 
and recycling plastic and waste wood products. Since wood-plastic composites are relatively new 
to the market, and have mostly been used thus far for railings and residential decks, its design 
standards are still evolving and are not yet entirely codified. WPC is more resistant to rot and 
insects than wood, but not completely immune. The material is composed partly of wood, so the 
decking will be vulnerable to rot and mildew and will thus require treatment with some sort of 
preservative. Wood plastic composite is generally stronger than wood and requires less 
maintenance, but there is so much variation in individual products that it is difficult to say 
whether using it in pedestrian bridges is a prudent design decision. There are also concerns about 
it warping and/or cracking when exposed to extreme weather.  
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As discussed further in Section 7, the Project Team has estimated the Manchester Mill Pond 
bridge on the basis of weathering steel and an IPE deck. This topic will be reviewed further in 
the final design. 
 
Railings must consider safety issues besides the infill loading discussed above. In public 
meetings held in November and December 2010, concerns were expressed about persons 
jumping off the bridge. The 54” high bicycle railings will provide an initial resistance to jumping 
or falling over a railing. The railing design must also avoid “ladder style” railings which would 
allow persons to climb the railing – angled or mesh patterns work well in this case. Safety 
warning signage will also be installed. One resident proposed that the bridge should be caged all 
around, similar to the Holland, MI I-196 crossing shown in Figure 25 on Page 50, to prevent 
persons jumping off the bridge. The Project Team feels this is unnecessary and adds significant 
cost and weight to the bridge, while detracting from the natural setting of the mill pond crossing. 
 
Railing maintenance needs to consider regulations for any surface preparation and refinishing 
over the water, and railing sections that can be removed for maintenance or re-finishing would be 
desirable. The bridge tubing should also be fitted with a removable bolt in each section to allow 
video camera inspection of the structural steel interior. 
 
The requirements for Michigan DEQ permitting to install the bridge over the Mill Pond need to 
determined. A cost provision has been included in the Section 7 estimate.  
 

Abutment and Foundation System 
 
The pedestrian bridge “lands” onto a foundation system which ties into the bridge approaches on 
the finished trail, with full ADA accessibility. The Project Team examined the use of a “Precast 
Abutment System”, designed for the site-specific conditions of height, loading and alignment. 
This system would offer rapid installation, reduced excavation area, and easy use of decorative 
finishes such as formliners. Precast wall pieces are assembled on the footing, and then typically 
backfilled prior to setting the truss superstructure. The system meets AISC, AASHTO 
Specifications for Pedestrian Bridges, and AWS standards. 
 

Figure 32 illustrates the precast abutment system from CONTECH Construction Products. 
 

Figure 32 – CONTECH Precast Abutment System 



 59

 

Figure 33 illustrates a typical side view of the bridge bearing on the abutment. 
 
 

 

 
Figure 33 – Typical Bearing Side View of Bridge Structure on Abutment 

 
 
Installation of the Bridge 
 
The installation of the Manchester Mill Pond pedestrian bridge will require the use of cranes 
located on either or both sides of the Mill Pond, and possibly a crane or other support/lifting 
device mounted on a system of barges in the pond. The access route utilized for the sewer line on 
the east side of the Mill Pond may be another alternative, with consideration of allowable 
loadings above the sewer line facilities. The bridge will be delivered in segments and must be 
assembled on site prior to placement on the abutments. 
 
The Project Team did not attempt to resolve the installation method in this document. The 
Project Team realized that this was one of several open questions related to the bridge which 
should be resolved through the engagement of appropriate engineering expertise. This is 
discussed in the next section. 
 
Short-Term Engineering and Consultant Requirements  
 
Eight engineering tasks must be completed to further study the design and placement of the 
Manchester Mill Pond pedestrian bridge. These tasks require field engineering and surveying to 
review the site-specific situation and propose solutions. The Project Team recommends that 
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these tasks be contracted and managed by the Manchester DDA, as the bridge structure sits 
within the DDA district and the proposed Friends of the Manchester Trail 501(c)3 organization is 
not yet in place. A time-and-materials, not-to-exceed limit contract is envisioned for this field 
survey and engineering work. 
 
These tasks are: 
 

1. Survey and locate the existing right-of-way corners on the west and east sides of the mill 
pond, and determine exact location of Village of Manchester water main within the right-
of-way. 

 
2. Determine best locations for bridge abutments and connection to shared-use trail 

approaches on both sides of the Mill Pond, relative to right-of-way boundaries and water 
main.  

 
3. Conduct laser range-finding, to precisely determine the bridge length required to achieve 

a clear-span design from level ground to level ground at the locations determined in Step 
2. 

 
4. Conduct a soil load-bearing analysis of the proposed bridge abutment locations. 

 
5. Perform an engineering analysis of different clear-span designs relative to length and 

loads, e.g., materials, decking, railing, and propose a recommended approach. 
 

6. Determine the method(s) available to assemble, hoist and place the pre-constructed 
bridge segments into place. 

 
7. Determine the required permits to span the River Raisin Mill Pond (e.g., MDEQ). 

 
8. Determine best approach to relocating or working around two telephone cables currently 

crossing the Mill Pond in the right-of-way – possibly relocate to underside of bridge and 
remove two poles. 

 
The Project Team is recommending securing funding through several sources to fund this work 
in late 2011 or early 2012, prior to awarding a contract for the pedestrian bridge. This funding 
would be secured by the Manchester DDA. The results will create a finalized bridge design and 
accurate cost estimate to allow the project to proceed with major fundraising efforts. This 
funding is proposed to be generated by requests to organizations such as the Chelsea-Area 
Wellness Foundation, the Michigan Trails & Greenway Alliance (MTGA), and the Kodak 
American Greenways (KAG) program administered by The Conservation Fund. Additional 
resources are also being investigated at the time of this report. 
 
As of August, 2011, the Chelsea-Area Wellness Foundation granted $4,500 towards this specific 
project. Grant requests were submitted to the MTGA and KAG programs. This is also discussed 
further in Chapter 8 of this report. 
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5.  A “Segment Approach” to Designing Each Portion of the Trail  
 
This chapter divides the proposed Manchester Shared-Use Trail into fourteen “segments”, with 
each segment portrayed both photographically and on appropriate map segments. The intent is to 
define the specific design and engineering required for each segment, addressing local issues 
identified during the preliminary design and public discussions. Unusual requirements for each 
segment are also identified, with the goal of summarizing into a total project cost. Each segment 
is numbered for future reference. 
 
Figure 34 on Page 63 defines these segments. Figure 35 on Page 64 illustrates the segments on a 
Manchester map. 
 
The Project Team conducted historical research in the Washtenaw County Register of Deeds. 
The Village-owned railbed is currently recorded as parcel number PM 16-02-426-014. The April 
13, 1965 deed9 was recovered, along with an attached survey map of the railbed entitled 
“Reference Print No. 2679-19-H-6 of the so-called Ypsilanti Branch of the New York Central 
Railroad/Michigan Central Railroad line, dated April 21, 1928.” 
 
The deed records the individual purchases made in the period 1870-1885, with the relevant liber 
and page. The print captures the segment survey locations/lines relative to section markers, as 
well as the width of the purchased segment. This data is recorded herein for possible future 
reference if and where specific site surveys are required in the final trail design. 
 
Parcel No.   Grantor    Deed Date  Recorded Liber Page 
 
96            Frederick Kurfess   1-28-1870  12-3-1870 75 23 
97     John B. Schlicht   8-31-1870  12-3-1870 75 47 
98     Thomas & Deborah Morgan 10-7-1872  10-16-1872 75 109 
99     Thomas & Deborah Morgan 5-2-1870  12-28-1870 75 90 
100     Alfred C. Torrey   4-1-1870  12-3-1870 75 50 
101     Newman Granger   5-5-1870  12-3-1870 75 18 
102     John D. & Louise D. Keif  9-12-1870  12-19-1871 72 83 
103     Samuel Merithew   2-4-1870  12-3-1870 75 26 
104     Lewis H. & Susan Weir  2-5-1870  12-3-1870 75 52 
105     James & Mary Peeler  2-4-1870  12-3-1870 75 32 
106     John & Rose M. Engel  2-4-1870  12-3-1870 75 13 
107     Hiram & Minerva Dodge  2-4-1870  12-3-1870 75 12 
108     William H. Mary E. Gray  2-4-1870  12-3-1870 75 17 
109     Philo B. & Lydia Millen  9-2-1870  12-3-1870 75 27 
110     Philo B. & Lydia Millen  9-26-1870  12-28-1870 73 128 
112     Valintine Wies & Florian Wies 11-13-1870  12-3-1870 73 96 
113     Martin E. Munger et ux  10-31-1870  12-3-1870 75 28 
114     James Reynolds & George Hewitt 4-20-1870  12-3-1870 75 33 
115     Joseph McMahon   4-28-1870  12-3-1870 75 25 
116     Jeremiah D. Corey   7-2-1872  8-7-1872 76 95 
117     Wm. S. Carr   4-21-1870  12-3-1870 75 6 
118     Frederick & Magdalena Schaible 8-29-1870  12-3-1870 75 42 
120      Aaron W. Case   10-31-1870  12-3-1870 75 7 
149     A council resolution  8-11-1885  
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The trail segment widths per the April 21, 1928 reference print survey data were also confirmed 
as follows: 
 
- From west side of Hibbard Street to east line of Village (parcels 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97):  
   100 feet  
- From Hibbard to Division (parcels 98, 99): 66 feet 
- From Division to Torrey (parcel 100): 66 feet 
- From Torrey to Main Street (parcels 100, 101, 102): 66 feet 
- Crossing Main Street (parcel 149): 66 feet oblique road crossing 
- From Main Street crossing to Wolverine St. extended (parcel 102): 66 feet 
- From Wolverine St extended to Ann Arbor St. (parcels 102-111): varies, approx. 250 feet 
- From Ann Arbor St. to east side of Mill Pond (parcels 112, 113): varies 50 feet - 66 feet 
- Across Mill Pond (parcel 114): 100 feet 
- From west side of Mill Pond to Washington Street (parcel 102): 66 feet 
- From Washington Street to Union Street (parcels 102, 115, 116, 117): 66 feet 
- From Union Street to west Village limits (parcels 115, 118, 119, 120): varies 66 to 100 feet 
 
Segment 1A – Leonard Preserve to North Union Street 
 
Segment 1A begins at the current Leonard Preserve parking lot, and includes the portion of 
North Union Street up to its junction with Railroad Street. According to MapWashtenaw records, 
the Village owns approximately 695 feet of this route (Parcel 16-02-340-007), as a 33 foot wide 
roadbed, from the Railroad Street junction to the property line of Parcel 16-02-340-005. The 
Village has an easement for the existing road within Parcel 16-02-340-005, which is 
approximately 270 feet in length. The remainder of the existing road (approximately 700 feet) is 
within the Washtenaw County Leonard Preserve, and is flanked by a white fence on both sides. It 
leads to both the parking lot of the Preserve, as well as the entrance to the former Leonard 
Farmhouse, now privately owned. The existing roadbed adjoins the River Raisin along 
approximately half of its length, providing a scenic vista. Access to the river from Village-owned 
land is limited to a small section along the eastern end, and from County-owned land at the 
western end. The remainder of the river access and the river course itself along Segment 1A are 
privately owned. The total segment length is approximately 1665 feet. 
 
The concept of this segment is to tie the Leonard Preserve with its large acreage, walking trails, 
and natural settings into the Manchester Shared-Use Trail as one contiguous element. This will 
provide a destination for trail users, and promote usage of the Leonard Preserve. Manchester 
Village also becomes the “gateway” for visitors who travel to the area, and the close proximity 
of the downtown will encourage visitors to the Preserve to take advantage of the business 
offerings in the Village. The Preserve maintains a map board and handouts at the parking lot. 
 
Figure 36 on Page 66 shows the relative size and position of the Leonard Preserve to downtown 
Manchester. This proposal design encourages trail users to access the multiple routes that the 
Leonard Preserve provides for walkers to continue on after they exit the shared-use trail. 
Bicyclists cannot utilize the paths within the Leonard Preserve, so bicycle racks are provided in 
the parking lot. As discussed in Segment 1B below, it is proposed to connect the Leonard 
Preserve parking lot with the west end of the former railbed by constructing a walking/bicycling 
route south from the preserve parking lot to the west end of Segment 1B. This will provide a 
continuous loop from the west end of Segment 1B to the beginning point at Segment 1A, and 
eliminate the natural dead-end which will occur where the railbed trail route hits the west Village 
limits at Deutsche Grat Subdivision.  
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The Leonard Preserve also abuts the north end of Oak Grove Cemetery, and there has been some 
consideration of connecting a Leonard Preserve trail opening into the cemetery’s internal road, 
thereby allowing walking passage through the cemetery and subsequent exit onto Main Street. 
This will provide an alternative “continuous loop” route back to Manchester Village for walkers. 
These options will require discussion with and cooperation of Washtenaw County Parks and 
Recreation Commission (WCPARC) and the Oak Grove Cemetery Association. As of August 
2011, the Segment 1A/1B connector has been briefly reviewed with WCPARC. No discussions 
have been held with the Cemetery Association. 
  

 
Figure 36 – Location Map of Leonard Preserve, Segment 1A 

 
 
Figure 37 on Page 67 shows a detailed map of the 237-acre Leonard Preserve and its trail routes. 
 
Figure 38 on Page 68 shows a MapWashtenaw aerial view of Segment 1A. The segment 
occupies the approximate center of the image. 
 
This segment is comprised of a lightly-traveled existing roadbed, currently serving as the 
vehicular entrance to two private homes along North Union Street, as well as the entrance to the 
Leonard Preserve and adjoining third private home. As such, it is proposed that this segment’s 
road surface will remain as currently existing, receiving normal road maintenance from the 
Village and County, and will not be finished per the specifications of Section 3 of this document. 
Cost estimates include providing shared-use trail signage at the Leonard Preserve parking lot, a 
route map sign in the parking lot, and a route mark/traffic safety warning signage at the North 
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Union/Railroad Street junction. It is assumed that trail users can park and leave their vehicles at 
the Preserve parking lot while utilizing the trail.  
 
Thus, Segment 1A is not a “railbed conversion” portion of the Manchester Shared-Use Trail, nor 
is it a dedicated pedestrian route, sharing traffic with occasional vehicles. However, it does 
provide a direct access to the Leonard Preserve, and a “return route” for users of Segment 1B 
along the former railbed. 
 
 

Figure 37 – Leonard Preserve Trail Map 
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Figure 38 – MapWashtenaw Aerial View of Segment 1A (center of image) 

 
In Figure 38 above, the Leonard Preserve parking lot is the small rectangle above the words “N 
Union St.” Segment 1A follows N. Union Street from this parking lot to the junction with 
Railroad Street on the eastern edge of the photo. Segment 1B is the horizontal parcel at the 
bottom of the image. 
 
Figure 39 on Page 69 shows a view of the Leonard Preserve from the parking lot. Figure 40 on 
Page 69 shows the entrance to the Leonard Preserve and the roadbed of North Union Street. 
Figure 41 on Page 70 shows a view along the segment adjacent to the River Raisin. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Figure 39 – View of Leonard Preserve 
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Figure 40 – Entrance Road to Leonard Preserve 
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Figure 41 – View along N. Union Street by River Raisin – Segment 1A
 
 
Cost Estimate Elements – Segment 1A 
 
Segment 1A assumes the provision of Manchester Shared-Use Trail sign
Preserve parking lot, and the N. Union St./Railroad Street junction, illustra
advising of Leonard Preserve access and parking, and warning of vehicular traffic along the 
route. No provision is made for any modification to the existing vehicular road bed. 
 

• 1 full trail map sign/kiosk at Leonard Preserve parking lot 
• 1 trail route sign at N. Union/Railroad Street junction 
• 1 traffic hazard warning sign at N. Union/Railroad Street junction 
• 2 signs on N. Union Street advising motorists of trail crossing 

 
 
Segment 1B

age at both the Leonard 
ting the trail route, 

 – West End of Rail Bed at Deutsch Grat Subdivision to North Union Street 

Street, diverting from 
ty until it reaches the west 

. This property segment 
rd Preserve property abuts the 

d nearly abuts a major 
portion of its length with an undefined “gap” showing on the MapWashtenaw survey. The far 
west terminus of the route is marked by a “No Trespassing” sign erected by the Deutsch Grat 
Subdivision association. 

 
The Village-owned former NYCRR railbed veers westerly at North Union 
Segment 1A discussed above, and runs behind the SMC Plastics facili
Village limits at the northeast boundary of the Deutsche Grat Subdivision
averages 110 feet in width, and is 1505 feet in length. The Leona
northern railbed property line along the west portion of this route, an
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There are no utilities or other obstructions to improving the trail in this segment. The trail is 
presumed to lie directly on the finished railbed foundation. 
 

 
Figure 42 – MapWashtenaw Aerial View of Segment 1B 

 
Figure 42, shown above, illustrates Segment 1B in the horizontal parcel marked “-014”. This 
route is generally straight, level and in good physical shape. The eastern end is generally 
passable by walkers today, with minimal overgrowth. As one proceeds westerly, significant 
overgrowth develops near the Deutsche Grat border which will need removal before finishing the 
trail surface. The route provides quiet, excellent views of the Leonard Preserve on the north side. 
 
Informal conversations with Deutsche Grat residents revealed mixed feelings about access 
to/from the proposed trail into the Deutsche Grat subdivision. Some residents wish to be able to 
access the trail for walking and bicycling purposes from Deutsche Grat, while not allowing 
access into the Deutsche Grat commons area. Other residents wish to establish a permanent 
barrier between the trail and the subdivision. The Project Team has not pursued a formal meeting 
with the Deutsche Grat Association board to finalize a decision at this point, but has elected to 
assume an alternative plan for the trail at this end. A meeting with the Association Board will be 
sought in the final design process. 
 
The proposal at this point assumes a barrier across the Deutsche Grat boundary, pending an 
alternative decision by the Deutsche Grat Association. The trail end will be routed onto a new 
path to be constructed from the south Leonard Preserve/Trail boundary, and moving northward 
within the Leonard Preserve to carry users up to the Leonard Preserve parking lot. This path 
would be constructed by Washtenaw County Parks & Recreation, so as to provide a closed-loop 
path connecting the Leonard Preserve parking lot back into Segment 1B. This length of 
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improved trail would be approximately 725 feet long, and constructed to allow restricted egress 
to walking and bicycle access between the Shared-Use Trail and the Leonard Preserve parking 
lot only. Users can move in the closed loop either way traveling to and from downtown 
Manchester. This option will increase the attractiveness and utility of the trail, while enhancing 
exploration of the Leonard Preserve. Signage will be provided at both ends to route users onto 
the path. 
 
Figure 43 illustrates an eastern portion of the Segment 1B railbed near North Union Street. This 
segment is currently walked on a regular basis by residents and visitors, as evidenced by wear 
along the vegetation. 
 

 
Figure 43 – Segment 1B, Railbed Looking West near N. Union St. 

 
Figure 44 on Page 73 illustrates the overgrown west end of the railbed. In developing the loop 
route north into the Leonard Preserve from the trail, the design may consider leaving the 
overgrown foliage intact at the west boundary if so desired by the Deutsche Grat Association 
board. Figure 45 on Page 73 shows a historical railroad marker still existing in this segment.  
 
Cost Estimate Elements – Segment 1B 
 

• 1505 feet trail preparation, buildup, finishing 
• Extra scrubbing and vegetation removal at west end of railbed 
• Barrier at Deutsche Grat subdivision line 
• Bollards at east end (N. Union Street), at north end of Leonard Preserve path 
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• Three trail route signs (N. Union intersection, turn into Leonard Preserve path at west end 
of trail, turn into Leonard Preserve path near parking lot) 

• Hazard warning signage crossing N. Union Street  

Figure 44 – Segment 1B, Overgrown West End of Railbed 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 45 – Historic Railroad Marker in Segment 1B 
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Segment 2 – Former Railbed (“Railroad Street”) from North Union Street to North 
Washington Street  
 
This segment consists of the former railbed itself, which over recent years has been utilized as a 
vehicular traffic connection between N. Washington and N. Union Streets, running parallel to 
both the River Raisin and the Manchester Village DPW Yard. This segment is technically not an 
approved Village road, and a dead-end sign is placed at the end of North Macomb St. at the 
segment midpoint. This segment also adjoins the commons area of the Millpond Condominium 
complex. 
 
This segment is 66 feet in right-of-way width, and 740 feet in length. Field measurements reveal 
a finished dirt grade of the former railbed 19 feet wide. The west end, roughly between N. Union 
and N. Macomb, is generally level with the southern boundary, and the east end, between N. 
Macomb and N. Washington, was built up in the 1870s to provide a level grade for the tracks. 
The level width on this east end is 29 feet. 
 
Figure 46 provides the MapWashtenaw aerial view of Segment 2. 

 
Figure 46 – MapWashtenaw Aerial View of Segment 2  

 
(N. Railroad Street from N. Union St. to N. Washington St.) 
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This segment provides a scenic view directly adjacent to the River Raisin. The former railbed sits 
approximately in the center of the right-of-way as portrayed in Figure 46. The Project Team 
desires to place the shared-use trail as near the river as possible without excessive cost, and also 
provide a sitting bench/rest area with trail map and historic references overlooking the river near 
the N. Union Street junction (at the approximate former location of John Dey Kief’s mineral 
bathhouse in the 1870s-1880s). The Project Team will request space for 2-3 gravel parking 
spaces at the northwest corner of the Village DPW yard. 
 
Figure 47 shows a view of Segment 2 looking east from the N. Union Street and Railroad Street 
junction. 
 

 
Figure 47 – View Looking East Along Segment 2 – Railroad Street 

 
 
Figure 48 on Page 76 presents a view of this segment from N. Washington Street looking west. 
 
The final design for this segment will need to consider the following aspects: 
 

1. Should the current dirt road segment be closed to vehicular traffic, allowing a finished 
path to be constructed directly on the current road bed? 

2. Should the shared-use trail be swung as far north as possible to place it near the river, 
while also allowing one-way vehicular traffic to be maintained? The trail design requires 
14 feet width (10 feet improved surface, 4 feet of mulched borders). The right-of-way is 
66 feet wide, so there is room for moving the trail within the right-of-way. The standard 




