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This is a response to your letter dated January 14, 2016 requesting clarification relative to the Groesbeck 
Park Drain Project.  While all the issues and the answers to them have been discussed many times over, 
this communication reviews the underlying need for this project, along with the terms of the contract and 
easements given by the City of Lansing that have been agreed to and approved by the Park Board of the City 
of Lansing, Lansing City Council and the Mayor of the City of Lansing.  

It must also be noted that the public has also agreed and concurred with the scope of this project. There 
were dozens and dozens of meetings and public hearings that were attended by property owners in the 
district (residential and the commercial). Many dessisions in the court system at many levels have upheld 
this project, including two by the Michigan Supreme Court.  Meetings where also held at various locations, 
including on site at Bancroft Park, and Foster Community Center on Lansing’s east side, and they were well 
attended by the general public outside of the drainage District.

I apologize if throughout the course of this document I repeat some statements. But I believe they need 
to be repeated.

Many years of hard work have been devoted to understanding the complexities of designing a flood 
abatement project for the Groesbeck Park Drain. One of the most important activities undertaken was to 
ensure that all interest groups were heard, and resolutions to their concerns integrated into project plans.  
For over fifteen years, my staff and I have met with all interested stakeholders, groups and individuals, to 
hear them and design a project that answers their concerns.  

Stakeholder concerns are unique and complicated.  As you can imagine, the solutions are equally unique 
and complex. While we, the project planners, sought to develop acceptable solutions to all concerns, it 
is impossible to satisfy every individual’s concerns or wishes completely. We are, however, pleased that, 
through our fifteen years of effort, this project comes extremely close to satisfying most of our stakeholders’ 

concerns.  

Because of the complexity 
of the plans for this project, 
changing one part of it 
changes every other part. A 

truer statement was never said than “every action has an equal and 
opposite reaction,” (Newton’s 3rd law of the laws of motion). That 
phrase is appropriate to this discussion because it is important to 
understand that the water budget for this project has been carefully 
calculated. Changes at this stage will have significant dollars-and-
cents implications, as well as negative ecological impacts. The 
current plan, developed in keeping with stakeholder comments, 
would be compromised by every change made to it. 

To best understand this, we should take a moment to understand 
the existing problem. This watershed was largely undeveloped in the 

oFlooding in Medical Building  Parking 
Lot on Lake Lansing Road

Flooding south of Lake Lansing Road 
and North of Bancroft Park (the park can 
be seen by the trees in the back round)
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Pat’s  Definition of a Watershed 1996
A watershed is a system of many complex and interrelated sets of 

an ecosystem (layers) that are interdependent on a common flow of 
energy, material transport (waste removal), and nutrient input and 
output as a result of water collection, storage and movement.
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1940s.  With region-wide development in the 50s, 60s and 70s, the need for sand and gravel was great.  The 
Mason Esker was easy to mine and brought a fair amount of profit.  The Esker’s stratified glacial sand and 
gravel deposits were mixed with cement to satisfy growth in the nearby area during the above-mentioned 
decades. Prior to that development, the watershed had very little stormwater run-off due to the porosity of 
the sand and gravel that made up the stratified Esker and the surrounding soils.

As more and more development occurred in this watershed, greater volumes of polluted stormwater 
runoff also occurred.  Increasing imperviousness in this watershed created a major flooding problem.  
Stormwater and snow melt now moves more quickly and, with no place else to go, travels directly to the 
gravel pit created by the mining operation in the northwest corner of Bancroft Park. This pit was dug in the 
1950s and lies immediately south of the Lansing Board of Water & Light’s (LBWL) contaminated gravel-
pit/landfill/ash-pit. Once at the Esker, polluted stormwater runoff makes a straight flow line to the source 
of our drinking water.  As the polluted water recharges into the ground, it creates significant head pressure 
that forces the existing pollution plumes from the Board of Water & Light’s ash-pit and the Goodyear 
landfill along a southwest gradient. This pushes pollution further 
into the groundwater table, putting us all at risk. 

Both the Goodyear contaminated site and the LBWL contaminated 
site have been or are being stabilized and/or mitigated, (docs starting 
on page 21). The LBWL ash-pit has been contained with a bentonite 
slurry wall at an approximate cost of $4.6 million. The Goodyear firm 
is spending more than $60 million over the next 20-30 years to extract 
pollution from the aquifer and clean the water. The cleaned water 
will be discharged into the new outlet structure for the Groesbeck 
Park Drain, for ultimate discharge to the river.

Increased imperviousness in the watershed has greatly increased 
surface water flow volumes into Bancroft Park. These new flows from 
stormwater runoff are polluted. Currently, the only outlet for this 
polluted runoff is into the groundwater at the northwest corner of Bancroft Park. This drainage project is 
part of a more permanent solution to the groundwater pollution problem in our drinking-water aquifer. 
Goodyear has made an initial payment of $80,000 and will continue to pay an annual fee to rent space in 
the Groesbeck Park Drain discharge outlet to the Grand River. 

The impetus for this project is to mitigate flooding that has damaged property and poses an ongoing 
risk to the health, safety and welfare of residents of and visitors to the Lansing Township and the City of 
Lansing.  The Groesbeck Park Drain Project design elements include a berm that is necessary to preserve 
a large wetland site, as required by the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ.) The 
berm is part of collection and filtration systems throughout the site that will contain and redirect increased 
stormwater flows to the new outlet located at Lake Lansing Road, so that they do not further pressure an 
already contaminated subsurface aquifer. This is critical to understanding the need for this project. 

We are so lucky to be in a country where we take for granted the lack of environmental threats. We think 
that we are safe, but are we?  When drinking water, flood control, sewage removal and transportation 
systems are jeopardized or break down, we are not safe at all.  This project and its water budget are 
precariously perched in a balancing act that can be disrupted by design changes.  The current plan prevents 
the recharging of polluted surface water into the drinking water we count on for the quality of life we now 
enjoy.  Again, this plan was developed as a result of a decade and a half of public engagement.

Now, after countless public hearings and two Michigan Supreme Court decisions affirming the validity of 
the project, we are hearing concerns from Mr. Potter and his very small number of followers. His concerns 
include, but are not limited to, the construction of a paved path that would provide ADA-compliant access 

Flooding on Lake Lansing Road
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to the park, the building of the berm designed to protect the perched wetland, and the relocation of the 
Groesbeck Golf Course 7th tee.  As noted above, the berm is 
the last line of defense for our drinking water supply.  This 
seemingly-small part of the project is included in the MDEQ 
wetland permit and cannot be changed without jeopardizing 
the successful outcome of the project as a whole, not to mention 
the very real potential it has to damage our groundwater supply.  

Consider Flint, Michigan’s drinking water supply and its 
contamination. This urban disaster is a perfect example of what 
happens when we compromise our commitment to protecting 
our water resources. This project was designed and will stand 
as a way to mitigate flooding in a way that also protects our 
drinking water, enhances fragile ecosystems, while allowing 
economic development to flourish.

Mr. Potter has said much that is misleading.  His accusations are many, yet there is little truth to them.  He 
would have you believe that this project will harm the Bancroft 
Park portion of the Groesbeck Park Drain in some way.  The 
purpose of this document is to clarify the underlying issues and 
uncover the untruth to his statements.

First, Mr. Potter is not, as he has claimed to be, a representative 
of any of the neighborhoods (Groesbeck, Bancroft, and Eastside) 
that surround this project. Neither does he represent the 
citizens of the City 
of Lansing that are 
the owners of the 
Park.  He is entitled 
to his opinion, but 
he has no expertise 

of which I am aware that would entitle him to deference for 
his claim to representation of the public.  He is entitled to and 
should represent himself.

This park  is  one of a few preserved portions of the 
Mason Esker. The Esker functions as a direct gateway to 
the groundwater.  The surrounding park offers a widely 
diverse habitat niche for many wonderful creatures native 
to Michigan.  The plant life here is unique and in danger of 
being damaged or destroyed.  These native plants need to be 
protected.  Included with this document is our descriptive 
inventory  listing some of the Midwest flowers that live there.  

All of these are in danger of being lost, if not guarded.  I 
have been visiting this park since I was 8 years old.  I know 
its unique qualities very well.  

Opportunities to provide habitat niches within 
the scope of this design were considered with a 
great deal of care and seriousness.  Any ecosystem 
is just that, a system.  To be whole, the plant and 
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Millions of gallons of polluted stormwater flow uncon-
trolled into and through the park as a result of increased 
imperviousness
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Photographed by Drain Commissioner 
Lindemann at Bancroft Park, 2008

Photographed by Drain Commissioner 
Lindemann at Bancroft Park, 2008
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animal communities within  it  need an opportunity to thrive.  This project, including the paved path, 
provides that opportunity.

Some may argue, as Mr. Potter has, that the area should not be touched and the paved path not constructed 
because Bancroft Park is a natural ecosystem.  This argument is wrong. The ecosystem in this park is 
drastically altered from its natural state. Numerous human activities have already fundamentally affected 
this system. Millions of gallons of pollutted water are being forced through this park that would have never 
gone there without human activities such as the digging of sand and gravel, clear-cutting timber in the area, 
and commercial or residential development. The negative impacts caused by these increased flows are what 
this project was designed to stop. 

The park can, with careful planning, survive and become more like it was before we the people changed 
it. It could be the jewel of Lansing’s park system.  If we fail to execute the mitigation this plan would 
implement, we are in danger of destroying what is left of a beautiful and fragile fragmented ecosystem.

Let’s talk about some of the negative impacts that are taking place today. The increased stormwater runoff 
from development to the north is the biggest immediate threat to Groesbeck Park Drain and Bancroft 
Park. This polluted runoff makes its way into the groundwater along a path created by buildings and roads, 
traveling through various channels that cannot withstand the volume and velocity of the increased flows. 
The design we developed will make sure these waters are 
slowed, retained, filtered and polished, assuring that water is 
cleaned, before it is diverted to the river. This will stop sheet 
runoff that erodes surface soils and prevent unwanted surface 
water recharge into the groundwater near the Mason Esker, 
reducing head pressure on existing plumes of pollution.

Some of the images I have provided to the Lansing Park 
Board with this document show a quantity and diversity of 
wildflowers at Bancroft Park that is greater than I’ve seen 
in any urban setting. Human activity that takes place in the 
Park now has led to the development of many walking paths 
through the wooded area. If you take a moment to look at 
these paths, you will see compacted soils that have higher 
erosion potentials. Activities such as riding bicycles, operating 
motorcycles, running or sliding down these hills risk damaging and destroying this wonderful diversity of 
Michigan Midwest wildflowers.

The trees throughout this Park are not old-growth trees. This area has been clear-cut before. Some of the 
trees that exist are of ill-health, some are healthy. The City should concentrate on managing this forest over 
the next few years. For the purpose of constructing the paved path, this project will remove just 7 trees, 
all of them being of small diameter and some of them already dead. It is our goal to do the least possible 
damage to existing trees.

It is important to note that in Bancroft Park, north of the open field, there are at least 12 perched wetlands. 
Most of these are vernal wetlands, seasonal depressional wetlands that vary in size and are ponded only 
during the wet-weather times of the year (spring and fall).  They are extremely valuable and sensitive to 
the overall diversity of this ecosystem. Vernal wetlands are essential as a breeding area for a number of 
herpetological species, such as frogs, turtles, and salamanders. In the spring, wildflowers often bloom in 
brilliant circles of colors that follow the receding shoreline of these pools. These wetland spots have been 
modified over time by human activity. This project will not alter their current condition and would help to 
protect them from further damage.

In one of his communications to the Parks Board, Mr. Potter referred to the larger wetland in this area as 

Drain Commissioner’s Response, cont.
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Kettle Lake. It is by no means a lake nor even a kettle pond.  It is a perched wetland that is rarely without 
standing water. The MDEQ permit for this project requires us to construct protections for this wetland. 
The permit also requires continued water flow into this wetland that is sufficient to maintain ponding. The 
project preserves some of the flow from the drainage pipe 
under the nearby hill, while diverting excess flows that 
previously passed through the park into the Esker. (The 
berm is necessary to do this)

Under state law and in keeping with the federal Clean 
Water Act, the Michigan Department of Environmental 
Quality requires that we protect this pond. This project 
does that in part by constructing a berm. I cannot change 
MDEQ permits that require that berm to be built.  Nor 
should I. The berm facilitates two outcomes. First, it 
maintains ponding of water according to the requirements 
of the permit. The other function of the berm is to actually 
stop the polluted water from going to the large sand pit at 
the northwest corner of the Park and recharging into the 
ground. 

 This piece of land has been influenced by human activity 
in such a way that we can no longer say that it’s natural.  
One of the benefits of this flood-control project, an element 
requested by residents and other stakeholders, will be the 
restoration of this ecosystem’s value, functionality, and 
habitat niches.  This project has been designed to address 
all the other problems associated with human activity, i.e., development to the north, golf course to the 
east, neighborhood to the west.  Being a good steward of the environment isn’t accepting a hundred years 
of abuse at a site, calling it “natural” and leaving it to its own demise.  We’re going to interact with the park 
and we must do it in a way that rebuilds its beauty while mitigating any of our surrounding activity and 
the activity taking place in the park itself.  This can only happen if we work together and embrace good 
stewardship.

Given the modifications to the landscape within this 
watershed over the last 150 years, it is no wonder that 
there are some issues to be addressed.  Large parking 
lots, buildings and roads that meet our needs do not 
accommodate the needs of the salamander or frog.  This 
project builds the habitat necessary for salamanders, frogs, 
turtles, snakes, and other creatures that live on and in this 
kind of landscape.  You will see, at the conclusion of this 
project’s development/construction, an environment that 
will include habitat for ground-dwelling creatures of the 
forest, migrating birds and other mammals. Bancroft Park 
will be a truly unique place to experience and visit.

After this project is completed, all of the wonderful 
outcomes we envision for flood prevention, habitat creation, 
species diversity, passive non-competitive recreation, 
pollution prevention, aquifer protection, and economic 

Outlet under the path in Bancroft Park, after 
leaving the perched wetland located in the 
middle of the park. Note side-wall erosion. 
Soon the surface and then the sub-surface of 
the Esker will be destroyed by this erosion. This 
flow must stop.

Northwesterly outlet from the perched wetland 
in the middle of the park. Notice the incision/
erosion taking place to the Esker’s surface.  
Look to the middle right of the picture.  You 
can see part of the Esker disappearing.

Drain Commissioner’s Response, cont.
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development will come to be. According to current park policy, all parks are to be maintained and improved 
so as to encourage the largest number of visitors and users. The paved path will make it convenient for visitors 
of all ages and abilities to enjoy this wonderful resource. During public comment, a overwhelming number 
of residents expressed the desire for a paved path.

Visitors to the park who are using wheelchairs, skateboards, bicycles, baby strollers and other wheeled 
conveyances should be encouraged to stay on the paved path. The use of mechanical devices off the paved 
path should be discouraged, as they are harmful to the wildflowers and breeding habitats that are unique to 
this extraordinary park.

This diagram illustrates how an Esker forms. A crack at 
bottom of the ice in a glacier develops, widening and 
shrinking with weather changes. As the glacier melts, 
water seeks the path of least resistance and runs through 
the tunnel formed by this crack. Sand and gravel fall out 
of that water column, forming layers or strata on top of 
the base layer of glacial till. Eskers are commercially valu-
able because sand and gravel are pre-sorted by particle 
size, making them easy to mine. The base glacial till and 
the material within the Esker are highly porous, allowing 
surface water to easily move through the sand and gravel 
to the water tables below. That is why it is imperative to 
divert our polluted stormwater away from this Esker and 
its ready-made flow-path to the lower water tables that 
are the source of our drinking water. The engineered de-
sign for this project calls for the construction of a berm 
at the north end of the larger perched wetland. This will 
preserve the wetland as required by MDEQ while also 
protecting the Esker from erosion and preventing exces-
sive polluted surface water from entering the subsurface 
water tables. 
The Mason Esker is about 23 miles in length. Its south-
ern terminus is in the City of Mason next to I-127; its 
northern end is near State Road in Ingham County. Key 
features of this Esker, as it meanders from the north to 
the south, are highlighted by high and low points in its 
topography. You may recognize some of these features, such as behind Martin Block on Main 
Street in Lansing, where the Esker has been mined for the purpose of concrete production. An-
other portion of this long Esker can be seen along Cedar Street, southeast of Holt, where a series 
of gravel pits have been mined for commercial purposes. There are dozens of additional mining 
operations along this Esker. The only visible and mostly unmined above-surface portion of this 
formation is in Bancroft Park, making it one of the “crown jewels” in Lansing’s park system.

More About the Mason Esker

Drain Commissioner’s Response, cont.
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The Easement granted to the Groesbeck Park Drain by the City of Lansing requires that all of the above-
mentioned design features be implemented. Most of this watershed is in Lansing Charter Township, 
where increased imperviousness resulting from development has created large flows of water through the 
Groesbeck Park Drain that trespass onto the City’s Groesbeck Golf Course and Bancroft Park. The Drainage 
District paid $1 million to obtain the easement and has developed agreed-upon solutions to alleviate the 
flooding problems resulting from the trespass. The solution to this trespass of water is contained in the 
design of this project. The design has been agreed upon by the Lansing’s Park Board, Lansing’s Mayor, 
Lansing’s City Council and by neighborhood groups and individual citizens. 

The state and federal statutory requirements, as well as standards in local ordinances and policies, have 
all been met. The process of design and subsequent litigation has already been lengthy and thorough. It is 
time to execute the elements within this design including flood prevention and positive enhancements to 
the park. At this time, every element has been negotiated and vetted through all interested parties. I will not 
be changing the design or eliminating the features within the design that have been criticized by Mr. Potter.

As you know, within the last year, there have been many meetings, both private and public, with Mr. 
Potter and his very small group of supporters. I hope this communication clarifies my position as requested 
in the letter dated January 14, 2016 that was sent to my office by the Parks Board.  The next section of this 
document addresses Mr. Potter’s questions, in specific.  

Some of the attached material is meant to clarify and verify the statements that I have made. I could 
have attached thousands of other documents but they would have just made my response unwieldy. The 
length of this response is not by chance. As I mentioned earlier, the complexity of this project is difficult to 
understand. But I know the outcome of this project. We’ll have the desired effect that we are all looking for.

In closing my opening remarks, I would like to thank the Director of Lansing’s Parks and Recreation 
Department and all of the board members for taking the time to understand the complexity of this issue 
and the necessity for this project. As always it is a pleasure to work with others who have the best interest 
of our community at heart. It is not easy to be a representative of the public and try to pick and choose 
between options presented regarding various issues. This project was no different.  

I would also like to thank all of those who put in hundreds of hours going over all of the issues that 
have come up with this project’s plan and design. My staff and I have put hundreds of hours in meetings, 
personal visits to the park, in one-on-one conversations in person or over the phone with literally hundreds 
of citizens. The outcome of all of this time spent and ideas discussed has come to the design that is in front 
of us. I would like to thank all of the people who have given encouragement and support to complete this 
project and those who have partaken in the decisions for its design.  

 My staff and you have gone over and above the normal public hearing processes to hear from the public.   
This current design is in the best interest of the public and more importantly it adds protections into the 
longevity and health of the ecosystem in Bancroft Park, which is so precious to us all.

 Mr. Potter’s concerns, being well meaning, are appreciated. They are, however, based upon lack of 
understanding of this issue. I believe his arguments are not in the best interest of this park, but are in the 
best interest of his “Lansing  Bicycle Party”.  When I first met with Mr. Potter at my office, he indicated 
that his interest in this park was for the purpose of riding mountan bikes on the hills in this park, which 
he felt are perfect for that activity.  I, along with many other citizens in this county, enjoy bicycling. But we 
would never think of taking our bicycles off the main path in a destructive fashion to destroy the delicate 
ecosystems that exist at this park.

 To clearly state my position, I will not be changing the design of this project which was agreed upon 
by the Lansing Parks Board, Lansing City Council, the Mayor of Lansing and hundreds of participating 
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Included in this document are excerpts of evidence that clearly show we did not take lightly our respon-
sibility in serving the public’s needs. Between my office and all of our consultants, there are somewhere 
around a hundred banker boxes of information. Included in them are minutes of meetings which clearly 
indicate public input. I did not include all of them in this document, but clearly public input was listened to 
and taken into account in this design.  The public clearly wants the path paved.  The Lansing Parks Board 
also had lots of input and concured with this project design, including the paved path.  Please consider 
posting the Park as “foot traffic only off main path.” This will go a long way in assisting in the preservation 
of the Park’s unique and fragile ecosystem.

As always it is a great honor and Privilege to serve and represent you and the 
citizens of Ingham County as your elected Drain Commissioner.

These Pictures where taken by Drain Commissioner Lindemann in 2008 in the Bancroft Park, Lansing Michigan

I have received comments from many people who had a part in the public input on this issue in the 
past.  They where pleased with the outcome.  They want a paved path.  They told me that they feel 
hurt and brushed aside by Mr. Potter’s statements that no public input took place.  I told them that 
their concerns would be mentioned in my letter back to you.  

citizens through public hearings, one-on-one meetings, small group meetings, meetings at citizens homes, 
dozens (if not hundreds) of phone conversations. This design does represent the will of the people. It is not 
in the best interest of this park to change the design, which will broaden the protection of the park while 
allowing many more residents to enjoy it. 
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Detailed Response to Issues Raised by Mr. Potter

Re: Wetland Features and Function, Drainage Infrastructure, and the Esker
Issue: Statement made by Mr. Potter in an e-mail to Brian Cenci, P.E., project engineer:  
“Reducing the experience of hills damages the uniqueness of the park.  People come to experience 

the Esker and its hills.”
DC Answer: We’re not changing the hills… The topography of this Esker is currently and increasingly 

eroded by the flow of polluted stormwater from the north. Everything we are doing is to protect the hills 
and unique topography of this Esker.

PE Answer: We aren’t regrading any hills or reducing any hills along the path.  The grading along the 
existing path and adjustment in the height are only very minor changes.

Issue: Statement made by Mr. Potter in an e-mail to Brian Cenci, P.E., project engineer:  
“The removal and relocation of part of the Mason Esker through grading to construct both the road 

and an earthen berm at the edge of the Kettle Lake permanently changes the natural topography of 
this regionally unique and well-known geologic feature.  The Mason Esker should be preserved and 
protected from any further disturbances.  It should be celebrated and highlighted with improved in-
terpretative signage at the entrance.  Cumulative impacts have already resulted in the loss of most of 
the Esker, the section remaining in Bancroft Park must be left alone so that future generations may 
enjoy it and learn about Michigan’s geological history.  The Mason Esker is significant from a state-
wide perspective, not just local.”

DC Answer: See above opening statement.  We are not leveling the Esker. We are not relocating material 
from the Esker to the berm.  Again, Mr. Potter’s statements are just untrue. 

PE Answer: The existing connection (an existing basin and culvert) between the wetland you refer to as 
“Kettle Lake” and the exposed Esker is being removed.  It doesn’t function well and, when water from storm 
events fills the wetland, it flows over the path and travels to the exposed Esker to the northwest.  Right now, 
untreated stormwater runoff from north of David Street discharges to the golf course pond north of hole 
#7. Flows are then directed to the Bancroft Park wetland (“Kettle Lake”) through an existing pipe before 
being conveyed, by way of the aforementioned small basin and culvert, to the exposed portion of the Esker 
(sometimes referred to as the “sandpit”) where they flow through to the aquifer.  

This creates pressure on and mobility in the aquifer near the pollution plume from the Motor Wheel 
superfund site.  The Drain Commissioner plans to stop this environmental damage by preventing excess 
water from coming into Kettle Lake from the upstream areas north of David Street through the installation 
of stormwater treatment ponds and also by redirecting outflow from wetland to a point about 90 feet south 
of the current outflow.  Some grading will be done at the lowest point of the trail and the current pipe will 
be removed. This stretch of trail has been labeled a “berm” on some maps, but it is not significantly higher 
than the normal height of the pond and is being raised only about 1-foot.

Issue: Statement made by Mr. Potter in an e-mail to Brian Cenci, P.E., project engineer:  
“The earthen berm will impede the flow of water that supports the perennial stream which flows into 

the pond north of Kettle Lake.  This will negatively affect the aquatic plants and animals that depend 
on the stream for habitat.”

DC Answer: The earthen berm Mr. Potter refers to is designed specifically to impede the flow of water. 
The perennial stream that he refers to is not a perennial stream. It is one of the eroded and damaged parts 
of the Esker created by the excessive polluted stormwater flows from the north. Mr. Potters assumtion this 
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erosive flow is natural is another example of his lack of knowledge and stretching the truth. The flow paths 
for stormwater generated on the site, in the park, coming from the south and from both sides of the path, 
were man-made.  

Mr. Potter refers to a Kettle Lake. There is no such Lake in this park. In this case there is a depression in 
the Esker that is a mind pit. It was mined many years ago and is the lowest point in the park. Throughout 
this document there will be references this pit being located in the north west corner of Bancroft Park. Mr. 
Potter also makes reference to wetlands in the middle of the park as a Kettle Lake or Pond. It is neither. It is 
a perched wetland that has been abused for many many years due to excess flows of stormwater polluted by 
the land outside of the park. These flows have created damages to the park that this project will fix.  None of 
the aquatic plants or animals in Bancroft Park have historically or currently depend on the excessive water 
he calls a perennial stream.  The opposite is true. These flows are damaging this park and must be stopped.

Lake Lansing in Meridian Township was made up of two such kettle holes. Over the 12,000 years since 
the ice melted, stratified layers of material, mostly bio-mass, have filled in the holes. In the late 1800s a dam 

was erected at the out fall of those depressions, creating Lake Lansing. It is not a natural lake.
Nether the sand pit nor the wetland are a ice block pit. Rather sand pit is a hole created by human activity 

to profit from the Esker’s sand and gravel, not natural at all. The wetland is natraly formed but not from 
a ice block pit.  And both have taking the brunt of the negative impacts from land use changes created by 
man.

PE Answer: I am not aware of any such pond.  To the extent they mean the low point called the “sandpit”, 
impeding water flow to it is essential to correcting serious environmental harm.  The berm is designed to 
redirect flow, not impede it (see answer above).

Issue: Statement made by Mr. Potter in an e-mail to Brian Cenci, P.E., project engineer:  
“The constructed mound will permanently alter and damage the natural topography around Kettle 

Lake.”
DC Answer: Again Mr. Potter is making statements that are just not true. As previously stated, this isn’t 

a Kettle Lake.  And we know that this berm will permanently protect Bancroft Park.  Just a note about the 
berm, it will only be a foot high with some variation not exceeding 2 feet.

PE Answer: The way the stormwater flows now through Bancroft Park (see previous answer) is certainly 
not natural.  The work we are doing will reduce the amount of untreated stormwater that flows directly 
into the exposed portion of the Mason Esker, thereby reducing further dispersion of the pollution plume 
in the aquifer.

Issue: Statement made by Mr. Potter in an e-mail to Brian Cenci, P.E., project engineer:  
“Riprap and Culvert Placement In and Over Perennial Stream - The placement in a natural setting is 

not aesthetically appropriate for this park.”
DC Answer: This flow only happens during/in response to storm events.  These storms produce polluted 

Detailed Response to Issues Raised by Mr. Potter, cont.

How Kettle Lakes and Ponds are formed
As the Glacial front recedes, blocks of ice are left stranded. These ice blocks may subsequently 

be partially covered with glacial deposits. But when they finally melt away, they leave behind 
ice block pits or kettle holes. Also referred to as Kettle Lakes or Ponds when they hold water.
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flow of stormwater that is an erosive force in and on the Esker.   Repeating myself, this flow is not natural 
and is harmful to the Esker.  This is not a “Perennial Stream”.  The riprap and Culvert replacement will 
stabilize the existing erosion and well prevent any further erosion of the Esker from happening in this 
location.

PE Answer: There is already a pipe under the path, this simply provides erosion protection and some 
realignment.  All work in this area is part of an approved DEQ permit.

Issue: Statement made by Mr. Potter in an e-mail to Brian Cenci, P.E., project engineer:  
“The culvert under the trail is not appropriately aligned with the channel of the stream as it is a 90 

degree angle to the channel.  It will continuously erode and the placement of riprap will not alleviate 
this problem if water continues to flow through the perennial stream.”

DC Answer:  Again, Mr. Potter is wrong.  See PE’s answer.
PE Answer: The culvert alignment in relation to the current pipe alignment is nearly identical.  Both are 

at the same angle across the path. The new crossing area in the approved plan is approximately 90-feet 
south of the existing culvert.  Installing riprap will reduce erosion issues.  All work in this area is part of an 
approved DEQ permit.

Re: Public Involvement
Issue: Statement made by Mr. Potter in an e-mail to Brian Cenci, P.E., project engineer:  
“Neither the neighborhood nor the larger public was informed by the group or by officials for the 

City, County, Drain Commissioner’s Office or Park leadership.  As soon as the public found out about 
the plan they got together and studied the details and the public does not accept the plan as it currently 
exists. The public has a vital role to play as part of the team making stakeholder decisions about the 
park.  The public can bring a wide range of feedback and expertise to ensure that plans best serve all 
needs.  The public rejects the Drain Commissioner’s plans for Bancroft Park.  Therefore, we request 
that Lansing, Ingham County, and perhaps Lansing Township officials come together with the public 
in discussions, design workshops, and more to create a great plan for water management (once un-
derstood and justified), park enhancements, park programming and related solutions agreeable to all 
parties.”

DC Answer: The assertion that the public was not informed and not involved in creating the approved 
and permitted plans for Bancroft Park is patently untrue. The Drain Code (Public Act 40 of 1956) sets forth 
the timing of public notice. We have proof in the Drain Commissioner’s office of public notice. There  are 
Meeting Minutes.  There have been newspaper articles about this project. There have been other public 
notices published in the newspaper, and letters written to all the property owners within the drainage 
District. There were dozens of meeting with citizens both on the property and other locations about this 
project.  There were meetings with the Parks Department. There were meetings with the Lansing Parks 
Board. There were meetings with the Lansing City Council. Some of these meetings were televised and all 
of them we’re publicly noticed. Again I would clearly like to state most of these public meetings I’m not 
even required by law to hold. But I like to have public input prior to making a final decision. So I push for 
more meetings with public not less. The MDEQ had a Public Hearing Period on this project, it too, was 
published.  Because Mr. Potter never attended any of these meetings, is no indication that they didn’t exist.  
To imply otherwise it is just not true.

PE Answer: All the work affecting inland lakes and streams or wetlands has been approved by a MDEQ 
permit.  All legal channels for project approval were exhausted long ago.  The money for the project has 

Detailed Response to Issues Raised by Mr. Potter, cont.
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Detailed Response to Issues Raised by Mr. Potter, cont.

been received.  Project plan elements that would affect the DEQ permit, signed agreements, or easements 
cannot be changed.  The plans for improvements to the park and golf course are all part of a signed agree-
ment between the City and Drain Commissioner to use the area to store a regional stormwater detention 
and treatment system.  Aspects of the plan were all negotiated, discussed, and vetted with the public, vari-
ous municipal boards and governmental officials. The resulting design elements are tied to easements that 
were given for use of the property and to a $1-million payment made to the City for the easements and 
signing of the agreement.  Had Lansing Township not fought their assessment for the last 2 ½ years, the 
project would be completed by now and all this discussion would be moot.   

Issue: Statement made by Mr. Potter in an e-mail to Brian Cenci, P.E., project engineer:  
“The Groesbeck Drain Project spans over 20 years and was reportedly part of the original Toll Gate 

drain project built in the mid-90s. For some reason Bancroft was put on hold.  Nevertheless, Friends 
of Bancroft continued to meet, hold events and advocate for the park.  However, it has now been con-
firmed a small group was somehow persuaded years ago to accept this current plan.  Most members 
of the original Friends of Bancroft group, neighbors and advocates were not aware or a part of this 
decision. “

DC Answer: The two Drain are separate.  They could not be more separate if they where 100’s of miles 
apart.

PE Answer: This project is completely separate from the Tollgate project. As to the Groesbeck Park Drain, 
countless meetings were held in 2006, 2007 and 2008, with attendance by and involvement with Friends of 
Bancroft Park - among many other groups, agencies, and individual citizens. Input from all these various 
stakeholders was used to develop the plan that is being implemented for the park area. 

Issue: Statement made by Mr. Potter in an e-mail to Brian Cenci, P.E., project engineer:  
“Most significantly, a plan that speaks to what’s in the best interest for this unique heritage park loved 

by generations of neighbors and visitors, and important from a geological perspective for all citizens 
in the State of Michigan.  We wish to leave a beautiful park for future generations to enjoy and love.”

DC Answer:  This project as planned does all of that and more.
PE Answer: Bancroft Park will certainly remain a beautiful park for future generations to enjoy and love 

after this project is completed.

Re: Paved Path for visitor access and maintenance purposes
Issue: Statement made by Mr. Potter in an e-mail to Brian Cenci, P.E., project engineer:  
“The road will permanently change the users’ trail experience in a negative way. The uniqueness of 

Bancroft Park is the sense of being away from it all in a unique geologic setting.  An asphalt road re-
moves the sense of being in an undeveloped, natural setting.”

DC Answer: Not true
PE Answer: The road was designed to be ADA compliant, which the entire path will be except for a small 

portion on the very north end where, because of a slope issue, removal of a significant number of trees 
would have been necessary to make that section ADA compliant.  The ADA compliance issue was a large 
factor in the initial discussions and design of Bancroft Park drain facilities with the prior City Park Direc-
tor.  The path serves to provide access for all future drain/stormwater maintenance, it is essential for testing 
and inspection and will prevent maintenance trucks from creating ruts and damaging existing vegetation.
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Detailed Response to Issues Raised by Mr. Potter, cont.

The width of the path is standard size for many City Parks and is the same width as paths in Hawk Island or 
the recently constructed Crego Park.

Issue: Statement made by Mr. Potter in an e-mail to Brian Cenci, P.E., project engineer:  
“Asphalt roasts require maintenance. They heave and break up in a few years. The natural pathway re-

quires far less upkeep, needing only basic erosion prevention.”
DC Answer: Not true.  Mr. Potter would have you believe that maintenance costs for asphalt pathways in 

a park environment are more costly than that of a gravel pathway in the same environment. The opposite is 
true. The upfront cost of asphalt or concrete pathway is more expensive in upfront cost than that of a gravel 
pathway. However the long-term maintenance clearly makes up for the difference. The annual upkeep of grav-
el pathways is very expensive and tedious because they are constantly eroding. Highly used asphalt pathways 
have a life of 15 to 20 years before they need to be resurfaced. That is so if regular maintenance of the pathway 
is performed. This regular maintenance on asphalt pathways is drastically less in that of gravel pathways. Not 
to mention the fact that asphalt pathways will allow a wider range of users then gravel pathways. Please refer to 
some of the pictures that I have included with this communication. Adding new gravel annually and constantly 
reforming Gravel services it is very costly. In almost all cases this is an annual process.

PE Answer: If asphalt paths are constructed properly with proper sub-base (which this one will have), then 
they will be maintenance free for 10+ years, with limited maintenance from 10-20 years.  I’m not sure what 
maintenance measures are done on the path now or if gravel is used.  I’m not sure what they are referring to 
regarding basic erosion prevention.  Exposed ground with no vegetation will erode much more than an asphalt 
path and this will be exacerbated by bike riding, running, etc.

Issue: Statement made by Mr. Potter in an e-mail to Brian Cenci, P.E., project engineer:  
“The scale of a 10-ft-wide road, plus even wider grading, in this compact ”jewel” park is jarring to vis-

itors. The grading extends to 30 feet wide in places. A small forest requires a small trail. There has never 
been an issue regarding access by maintenance vehicles in the 100 year history of the park — this was con-
firmed by interviews of neighbors and former Lansing Parts and Recreation staff.”

DC Answer: see PE answer
PE Answer: There aren’t any locations where there is 30-feet wide of grading.  The most that could be found 

on the plans is 22-24 feet wide and no more than 11-13 feet on any one side outside the limits of the path.  Ev-
ery effort will be made to reduce the impact and amount of grading outside the limits of the proposed pathway. 

Issue: Statement made by Mr. Potter in an e-mail to Brian Cenci, P.E., project engineer:  
“Asphalt roads cause greater impact to walkers’ and runners’ feet and knees due to the hard surface. 

Natural pathways do not, Bancroft Park has historically been a destination for cross country teams and 
athletes seeking hilly terrain for training. Asphalt when wet or icy or leaf covered is slippery, much more 
so than gravel.”

DC Answer: see path pros and cons
PE Answer: I’m not a sports doctor so I can’t comment on runners’ feet and knees and impacts to those be-

tween the two.  It would seem to me that someone can trip more easily and hurt themselves on a natural, yet 
rougher path than a smooth paved path.  Wet leaves are slippery regardless of gravel or asphalt paths.
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Issue: Statement made by Mr. Potter in an e-mail to Brian Cenci, P.E., project engineer:  
“There is already a problem with mini bikes and motorcycles riding on the trails. An asphalt road 

and more paved access points will increase this problem and presents a safety concern to local resi-
dents who may be walking the trails.  Gates will not prevent high speed motorcycle access.”

DC Answer: see PE answer
PE Answer: The gates will certainly deter motorcycle access, much more than now.  It would seem to me 

that someone wanting to take a mini dirt bike on a path would want to do it more on an unpaved path than 
a paved path, where they can find almost anywhere.

Issue: Statement made by Mr. Potter in an e-mail to Brian Cenci, P.E., project engineer:  
“Encouraging sustainable four-season and winter sports is key to the revival of Lansing, our parks, 

and local fitness/health. Passive and active use has been characteristic of Bancroft for decades. Such 
low impact four season sports are making a bid (sic) comeback and are an important base activity. 
Bancroft Part is a great cross-country skiing, snow shoeing, and winter hiking venue as is Groesbeck 
Golf Course. The two provide unmatched, time proven individual and family opportunities in an ur-
ban setting. Building a paved road will ruin this in two ways: Pavement is unskiable, and grading to 
reduce slope damages the skiing value. Additionally, soil erosion is unavoidable front (sic) the runoff 
generated by the impermeable surface.  This hilly forest creates the best natural ski trail in the area. 
The canopied shade holds snow better than anywhere else in town.  Paving means the loss of an entire 
natural winter sport for this park.”

DC Answer:  see PE answer
PE Answer: The golf course will still be skiable.  I have cross-country skied since I was 5 years old and 

raced in over 25 events across Michigan (Vasa, White Pine Stampede, etc.).  You can ski on pavement, I’ve 
done it many times and places, you just need to have enough base of snow over the top of it is all.  The 
only reason there is a difference than the bare ground or gravel path is that pavement tends to stay warmer 
longer and also conducts more heat in the winter and usually melts more of the snow over the top of it 
and has less of a frost layer than the ground.  The statement that more soil erosion will take place because 
of impermeable surfaces is completely wrong.  The whole point of reducing soil erosion is providing per-
manent measures that limit contact and erosion of water and wind with exposed soil.  Paving, seeding, rip 
rap are all soil erosion and sedimentation control measures recognized by the DEQ and are practices used 
every day.

Re: Relocating Golf Tee 7
Issue: Statement made by Mr. Potter in an e-mail to Brian Cenci, P.E., project engineer:  
“The reason given for moving Tee 7 is the grass won’t grow.  Placing a tree within a pocket of forest 

that is surrounded by large canopy trees on the south, west and north sides will not grow grass either 
unless more canopy trees are removed to allow more sunlight penetration during daylight hours.”

DC Answer: see PE answer
PE Answer: City planners had a number of reasons for selecting the site of the new 7th tee; grass growth 

was only one of those reasons.  All planning elements related to golf course hole relocations, tee reloca-
tions, and change in hole playability were determined by the City in consultation with the golf course 
architect they hired.  The City will be charged by the Drainage District for construction of those elements 
and any other improvements specific to the golf course.

Detailed Response to Issues Raised by Mr. Potter, cont.
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Issue: Statement made by Mr. Potter in an e-mail to Brian Cenci, P.E., project engineer:  
“The destruction of trees, especially trees over 100 years old for the sake of moving a golf tee is unnec-

essary and irresponsible from a stewardship perspective.  Removal of Esker material is also involved.  
The park should be preserved and protected.”

DC Answer:  See  answer above to previous issue.
PE Answer: See answer above to previous issue.
 
Issue: Statement made by Mr. Potter in an e-mail to Brian Cenci, P.E., project engineer:  
“The new golf tee location intrudes into the forest and damages the forest and trail experience for us-

ers.  As users enter the trail and scan the forest within the first 100 yards they will see the tee and both 
see and hear golfers.  Right now the straight property line and the golf course pond create a critical 
separation between golf course and natural forest Esker area.”

DC Answer: See answer above to previous issue.
PE Answer: See answer above to previous issue.

Detailed Response to issues Raised by Mr. Potter, Correspondence Timeline

Following is a listing of some of the correspondence exchanged or meetings attended by Brian Cenci, P.E., 
in regard to Friends of Bancroft Park, Mr. Potter and the issues raised regarding Bancroft Park and the 
Groesbeck Park Drain project.
 
Nov. 19, 2014 – Believe was the first meeting w/ Pete Bosheff, Jeff Potter & friend @ ICDC office
March 5, 2015 – Brian, Paul and Pat met w/ Pete Bosheff, Jeff Potter and friend @ ICDC office regarding 
Bancroft Park work
  (In March 2015 the Michigan Supreme Court ruled against the Lansing Townships 
  arguments against the project and the assessment that they would receive.)
May 11, 2015 – Email from Barb Barton (indicated in email “Elected Spokesperson for the FOBP”) with a 
list of questions regarding the work on the part.  Brian responded on May 11, 2015.
May 12, 2015 – Brian Cenci attended a special meeting with entire Friends of Bancroft Park group (approx-
imately 25 – 30 people present) at Bancroft Park Community Bldg.
July 8, 2015 – Brian Cenci attended City of Lansing Parks Board Mtg. to specifically discuss issues raised 
by FOBP and answer questions of the Parks Board
Aug. 10, 2015 – Email correspondence between Jeff Potter & Brian Cenci regarding various questions on 
Bancroft Park and Groesbeck Park Drain project
Nov. 10, 2015 – Email correspondence between Jeff Potter & Brian Cenci regarding various questions on 
Bancroft Park and Groesbeck Park Drain project
  (In November 2015, the bond proceeds of the $12.6 million received by the 
  Drainage District for the project)
Nov. 18, 2015 – Brian Cenci provided an extensive response (4 pages) to a list of questions and concerns to 
the City of Lansing Parks Board.  Concerns / Questions generated by the FOBP.
Dec. 11, 2015 – Jeff Potter sent Construction Letter reg. Groesbeck Park Drain project
Jan. 13, 2016 – Extensive list of questions emailed from Jeff Potter to Brian Cenci regarding Bancroft Park. 
BJC responded to questions and email on Jan. 14, 2016
 

Detailed Response to Issues Raised by Mr. Potter, cont.
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Note from Brian Cenci, P.E.: “In addition to the Timeline provided, Pat and I met with Jeff Potter and his 
biking friends twice at the Ingham County Drain Commissioner’s Office.  For one of those meetings, prior 
engagements required me to leave after 20 minutes but Pat continued meeting and discussing their issues 
after my departure. 

“Also, I came across this email from Sue Eareckson, Past-President and current member of Friends of 
Bancroft Park, to Paul on April 27, 2015 that states things well.  It basically indicates that these new people 
raising the issues weren’t part of FOBP and recently discovered Bancroft as part of their Lansing Bike Party 
group.  It also indicates that, at one time, the Park was paved.  I’ve highlighted the sentences I think are 
particularly valid regarding the issues:

“Paul, I’m attaching photos I took of the notice that the new “Friends of Bancroft Park” put up in the 
park.  Despite whatever happened when they met with Pat, it’s pretty clear that they don’t under-
stand that they have arrived very late in the game.  One of their objections is to paving what they 
believe is a natural trail through the north end of the park - of course, it was once paved (and had 
a spur extending northeast to David Street), and the easement agreement between the city and the 
Drain Commissioner was signed some years ago.  I haven’t met any of them yet, but the new folks are 
a loosely organized group called Lansing Bike Party, which goes for bicycle rides in various locations 
around the Lansing area, and has recently found Bancroft Park.  Their notice claims that there has 
been no public input.  Pete knows better - ! , but the rest of the Lansing Bike Party folks weren’t 
around Bancroft Park years ago when the public input occurred.   Brett Kaschinske is planning to 
come, and I believe that will be helpful.  It turns out that the city is creating an off-road bicycle course 
somewhere on the west side of town.  Brett also tells me that having a lot of bicycle traffic on the 
unpaved trails through the park would be very damaging. I believe that the bicyclists want to 
go on some of the smaller trails as well, where they almost certainly would be damaging vegeta-
tion.   Those of us who have been around for a while do understand why the road and parking lot in 
the park have been so neglected.  But if we have some newcomers to the neighborhood in attendance, 
it can’t hurt to bring them up to speed while we are educating Lansing Bike Party.   Should the Drain 
Commissioner choose to send representation to the meeting, please let me know - but we will not be 
expecting you otherwise. Thanks very much. Sue”

Timeline of Meetings During the Planning Phase, including but not limited to:
•  Mtg. w/ Friends of Bancroft Park representatives – May 2, 2006.
•  Blair Webster meeting with Cynthia Cornell to review critical locations of wildflowers in the park and 
how to protect them – December 6, 2006
•  Mtg. w/ Friends of Bancroft Park representatives – December 14, 2006.  Specifically discusses Park Direc-
tor wanting the path and need for paving of the path and getting as much of it ADA compliant.
•  Mtg. w/ Friends of Bancroft Park – May 1, 2007.  Site meeting with large group of FOBP, reviewed new 
path and trees that were dying and would need to be removed for safety reasons.
•  Mtg. w/ Friends of Bancroft Park – June 5, 2007
•  Mtg. w/ Friends of Bancroft Park – July 6, 2007

Detailed Response to Issues Raised by Mr. Potter, cont.
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Pros and Cons for Path Surfaces
Reasons for asphalt over gravel
Hard, all-weather pavement surfaces are generally 

preferred over those of crushed aggregate, sand, clay, 
or stabilized earth. Since unpaved surfaces provide a 
lower level of service, it may cause bicyclists to more 
easily lose traction (particularly bicycles with narrow-
er, higher-pressure tires), and may need more mainte-
nance. Some users, such as inline skaters, are unable to 
use unpaved paths. 

In areas that experience frequent or even occasional 
flooding or drainage problems, or in areas of moderate 
or steep terrain, unpaved surfaces will often erode and 
are not recommended. Additionally, unpaved paths 
are difficult to plow for use during the winter. (Guide 
for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 2012, Fourth 
Edition). 

Hard surface materials are preferred for shared-use 
trails. (A Guideline for the Design and Construction 
of HMA Pavements for Trails and Paths, 2002, Na-
tional Asphalt Pavement Association). High use trails 
passing through developed areas or fragile environ-
ments are commonly surfaced with asphalt or con-
crete to maximize the longevity of the shared-use path 
surface and promote bicycle and inline skating use. 
(Shared Use Path Design, Chapter 14, Federal High-
way Administration).

Asphalt or Portland cement concrete provides 
good quality, all-weather pavement structures. 
(Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facili-
ties, 2012, Fourth Edition).

Asphalt surfaces are softer and therefore pre-
ferred by runners and walkers over concrete. 
(Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facili-
ties, 2012, Fourth Edition).

The typical life expectancy of an asphalt path is 15-
20 years. (Guide for the Development of Bicycle Fa-
cilities, 2012, Fourth Edition). Hard surface materials 
provide years of service with low maintenance. (A 
Guideline for the Design and Construction of HMA 
Pavements for Trails and Paths, 2002, National As-
phalt Pavement Association).

The pavement structure is designed like a roadway.  
The pavement section is capable of occasional use of 
light pickup truck and Vactor truck usage during wet 
events, a situation that would quickly compromise a 
gravel system of equivalent depth.   A soils investiga-
tion should be conducted to determine the load carry-
ing capabilities of the native soil. The effects of freeze 

thaw cycle should be anticipated. The total pavement 
depth should include a base course under the asphalt 
pavement. 

Paths should be designed to sustain wheel 
loads of occasional emergency, patrol, main-
tenance, and other users of the system. (Guide 
for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 2012, 
Fourth Edition).

Paving of paths will also prevent weed growth 
through the surface.

Although gravel paths can also be designed to be 
ADA compliant, HMA paths provide the better solu-
tion for maintaining a consistent maximum 2% cross 
slope. The HMA path will be more stable and not wash 
away from heavy rains or flood action. Bicyclists, roll-
er-bladers, walkers, wheel chairs, and strollers are all 
more easily used on asphalt paths be people of all ages 
including children and the elderly.

Paving a shared use path encourages users to stay 
on the path, an important feature when traversing 
through a sensitive area, such as Bancroft Park. Pav-
ing techniques allow asphalt pavement to be placed 
on minor slopes, over undulating topography, and 
blended into the existing landscape. The free flow lines 
of asphalt pavement do not detract from the natural 
environment. (A Guideline for the Design and Con-
struction of HMA Pavements for Trails and Paths, 
2002, National Asphalt Pavement Association).

Asphalt paths will attract and retain thermal energy 
from the sun, therefore will clear quicker than non-as-
phalt paths, in the winter.

Asphalt pavement maintenance will be minimized 
through proper design and construction. Asphalt 
pavement repairs can be made quickly and are less 
costly; repairs blend readily into the existing pavement 
structure. Mountain trails may be subject to spring-
time flooding and washout. These sections, when 
constructed with asphalt pavement, are not nearly as 
expensive to replace. (A Guideline for the Design and 
Construction of HMA Pavements for Trails and Paths, 
2002, National Asphalt Pavement Association). Paved 
surfaces should be provided in areas that are subject to 
flooding or drainage problems, in areas with steep ter-
rain, and in areas where bicyclists or in line skaters are 
the primary users. (Shared Use Path Design, Chapter 
14, Federal Highway Administration).
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Gravel Trails Pros and Cons 

PROS 
• Considered by some to be more natural looking. 
• Good for flat areas out of flood plains. 
• Softer on joints (for running). 
• Cheaper initial installation cost. 

CONS 
• High ongoing maintenance costs. 
• Difficult to maintain consistent surface quality. 
• Environmental damage caused by gravel erosion. 
• More difficult to use in winter due to soft, wet and dirty conditions. 
• Gravel migrates on steep trail slopes. 
• Difficult to ride bikes on steep slopes and in loose gravel. 
• Difficult to remove silt deposits after heavy rains. 
• A dirty surface during and many days after rains. 
• Very difficult to meet ADA surface standards. 
• Less stability for running and walking in loose gravel. 

Pros and Cons for Path Surfaces
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Understanding Groundwater Pollution Issues Relative to Groesbeck Park Drain
Response Action Plan Commissioned by LBWL
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Understanding Groundwater Pollution Issues Relative to Groesbeck Park Drain
LBWL Coal Ash Cleanup News Article - 2010
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Understanding Groundwater Pollution Issues Relative to Groesbeck Park Drain
LBWL Coal Ash Cleanup News Article - 2010
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Understanding Groundwater Pollution Issues Relative to Groesbeck Park Drain
Goodyear Consent Decree 2002 and Amendments 2005 ????
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Understanding Groundwater Pollution Issues Relative to Groesbeck Park Drain
Goodyear / Motor Wheel Narrative
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Understanding Groundwater Pollution Issues Relative to Groesbeck Park Drain
Goodyear / Motor Wheel EPA Progress Report
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Understanding Groundwater Pollution Issues Relative to Groesbeck Park Drain
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Agreements
Groesbeck Park Drain Easement Granted by City of Lansing
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Agreements
Groesbeck Park Drain Easement Granted by City of Lansing
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Agreements
Lansing City Council Easement Approval
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Agreements
Lansing City Council Easement Approval
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Agreements
Planning Correspondence with City Repressentatives
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Rationale for Constructing the Berm

There is a perched wetland near the center of Bancroft Park that is rarely without standing water. The size 
of this wetland makes it subject to the jurisdiction of the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality 
(MDEQ) under Part 303, Wetlands Protection, of the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection 
Act, 1994 PA 451, as amended (NREPA). The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has delegated this 
authority to Michigan under the Federal Clean Water Act.

The MDEQ permit for this project requires the Ingham County Drain Commissioner to construct 
protections for this wetland. The permit also requires continued water flow into this wetland that is 
sufficient to maintain ponding. The Groesbeck Park Drain project preserves some of the flow from the 
drainage pipe under the nearby hill, while diverting excess flows that previously passed through the park 
into the Esker. 

This project protects the wetland in part by constructing a berm. The MDEQ permit requires that the 
berm be built. The berm facilitates two outcomes. First, it maintains ponding of water according to the 
requirements of the permit. The other function of the berm is to prevent excess stormwater from going to 
the large sand pit at the northwest corner of the Park. 

Project plans call for the removal of the existing connection (an existing basin and culvert) between the 
wetland and the exposed Esker.  Currently, when water from storm events fills the wetland, excessive and 
polluted flows travel over the path and to the exposed Esker to the northwest.  Right now, untreated storm-
water runoff from north of David Street discharges to the golf course pond north of hole #7. Flows are then 
directed to the Bancroft Park wetland (“Kettle Lake”) through an existing pipe before being conveyed, by 
way of the aforementioned small basin and culvert, to the exposed portion of the Esker (sometimes re-
ferred to as the “sandpit”) where they flow through to the aquifer.

This creates pressure on and mobility in the aquifer near the pollution plume from the Motor Wheel 
superfund site.  The Groesbeck Park Drain project will install stormwater treatment ponds and redirect-
ing outflow from the wetland (sometimes referred to as Kettle Lake) to a point about 90 feet south of the 
current outflow.  This will reduce this environmental damage by preventing excess water from coming into 
the wetland from the upstream areas north of David Street.  Some grading will be done at the lowest point 
of the trail and the current pipe will be removed. This stretch of trail has been labeled a “berm” on some 
maps, but it is not significantly higher than the normal height of the pond and is being raised only 
about 1-foot.
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MEMO 

To: Mr. Patrick Lindemann, Ingham County Drain Commissioner and Mr. Paul Pratt, Deputy
From: Blair Webster, Water and Woods Ecology, LLC

RE: Bancroft Park area natural habitat impact mitigation, avoidance and enhancement, relative to com-
pleting construction of the Groesbeck Park Drain

This is an overview of current concerns regarding impacts to the natural and/or native habitat of Bancroft 
Park, owned by the City of Lansing.  All of the issues recently brought to the attention of the Ingham Coun-
ty Drain Commissioner by concerned citizens and the City of Lansing Park Board have been addressed 
and improved upon as part of the design planning process for mitigation.  The final construction design 
plans reflect years of coordination with the Friends of Bancroft Park, individual citizens, the Department 
of Environmental Quality, the City of Lansing Parks Department, Groesbeck Golf Course and all applica-
ble public utility companies. Numerous public meetings were held to receive input and recommendations 
from the above-named entities. The resulting drain design and construction will minimize and/or avoid 
impacts to the wildflowers, endangered and threatened species, trees and water quality.  The minimal tem-
porary impacts to the natural systems of the Bancroft Park area will be more than offset by the completion 
of the Groesbeck Park Drain infrastructure project. After completion, stormwater entering the park will 
be filtered and cleansed. Plans include specifications for seeding and planting around the perimeter of all 
existing and proposed wetland areas, ponds, and stormwater basins. Plant and animal habitat will be en-
hanced and new habitat created.

Species diversity will be enhanced through seeding and planting of native aquatic and terrestrial wild-
flowers, trees and shrubs. In addition, there are numerous habitat structures being placed around the ponds, 
including dead tree snags, whole stumps, rock piles and brush piles. This will provide additional nesting, 
resting, feeding and hibernation habitat for fish, waterfowl, mammals and reptiles that don’t currently exist 
in the ecosystem of the Bancroft Park area.

Background/History:

1. Wood Lot Conditions, Tree Description and Ages 
 The overall wood lot within Bancroft Park is a sub-climax, oak-maple association forest, with a predom-

inance of red oak (Quercus rubra).  Both black oak (Quercus velutina) and sugar maple (Acer saccharum) 
are interspersed among the red oaks.  There are also isolated ironwood (Carpinus caroliniana), walnut 
(Juglans nigra), tulip trees (Liriodendron tulipifera) and shagbark hickory (Carya ovata) tree species.  The 
largest diameter trees (red and black oaks) are located mostly around the outer boundary of the wood lot, 
at 24- to 36-inch in diameter. Trees found in the inner portion of the wood lot are predominantly 12- to 
18- inch in diameter.  This wood lot is considered “second growth” forest, as the oldest trees in Bancroft 
Park are less than 120 years old.  All the trees in the Park have regrown following the old-growth lumber 
harvesting and deforestation period of the 1830s to 1880s in the lower half of the lower peninsula of Mich-
igan (http://agilewriter.com/History/Mi_lumber.htm.).   

 The table titled “Estimating Tree Age by Growth Factor” (see below) was produced by the International 
Society of Arboriculture. The table is used to estimate tree ages without cutting or taking a core sample to 
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count growth rings.  In Bancroft Park, a black oak 36-inches in diameter was the largest diameter tree iden-
tified; using the table, it is estimated to be 126 years old.  The largest red oaks, at 24 to 30 inches in diameter, 
would be 96 to 120 years old.  The largest sugar maple is 22 inches in diameter, making it about 121 years 
old. The 18-inch diameter tulip trees are estimated to be 54 years old.  The largest identified white oak is 
24 inches in diameter, making it about 120 years old.  All other trees larger than six inches in diameter are 
smaller and much younger, ranging from 60 to 80 years old.  

 The trail will stabilize soils on the relatively steep slopes in the project area. A consistently-designated 
trail alignment and width will be defined and the asphalt surface will make it accessible for non-motorized 
use.  The trees that are being considered for removal will be further evaluated at the time of construction 
to determine if they can be saved by subtle adjustments to the trail.  Please note that three of these trees are 
partially dead or dying. These trees are a risk to trail users, since there are broken and/or dead branches 
that are leaning toward the trail.  

 In addition to safety considerations, the main reason trees are proposed to be removed during trail con-
struction is to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).  Some of the slopes along the east 
and north portion of the trail are currently too steep to comply with the ADA standard for accessibility.  
The Ingham County Drain Commissioner requested an ADA variance from the Lansing Parks Depart-
ment along two small sections of the trail; the variance would have reduced the cost of moving soil and 
eliminated the need to remove trees adjacent to the trail, except those deemed a safety hazard.  The Parks 
department denied the requested variance, so the project is currently held to compliance with the ADA 
standard. Some trees are likely to be removed to meet this standard. 

 Four trees are proposed for removal to 1) provide access and place a new control structure at the up-
stream end of the existing drain easement (at the outlet of the existing pond on the east side of the park) 
and 2) to stabilize the channel at the downstream end of this pipe, where it discharges into the pond in the 
middle of the park. 

 In an attempt to verify the growth and development of the Bancroft Park forest, aerial photos were ac-
quired from the Michigan State University, Remote Sensing and Geographic Information System (from 
1938, 1950, 1963, 1970, 1981, 1991 and 2012.) While the scale on these photos (1 inch = 500 feet) limits the 
ability to determine sizes or maturity of trees in Bancroft Park, the trees that are evident on the 1938 photo 
appear fairly large and consistent with those that are at least 40 years old and 6 to 8 inches in diameter.  

  
2. Existing Native Wildflower Community
 We developed an inventory list of native wildflowers that includes many but not all species found within 

Bancroft Park.  The inventory was compiled by Cynthia Cornell, a local resident of the adjoining neigh-
borhood and member of “Friends of Bancroft Park.”  The species and their general locations have been 
identified and verified by Blair Webster of Water and Woods Ecology.  The species on this list represent a 
diversity of species typically found in an oak-maple association forest with a semi-open canopy and a mix 
of loamy sand and clay soil types.  While none of the species identified to date are qualified as endangered, 
threatened or special concern status, they will be protected during project construction.  None of the iden-
tified locations of these species will be disturbed as a result of the project. Proposed trail work has been 
shifted and aligned where needed to avoid the wildflowers.  The Ingham County Drain Commissioner is 
dedicated to protecting the integrity of the diverse wildflower and tree community in both the design pro-
cess and during construction.

 
3. Endangered and Threatened Species Review 
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 A review of the Michigan Natural Features Inventory (MNFI) was conducted to determine the pres-
ence of any plant or animal species listed as endangered, threatened or special concern status.  This list is 
compiled by the Endangered Species Program of the Michigan Department of Natural Resources and the 
Michigan Natural Features Inventory.  According to this database, there are no known listed species within 
the influence of the proposed Groesbeck Park Drain project, especially within Bancroft Park.  However, all 
wildflowers will be protected as if they have listed status.

 The most unique plant species identified within Bancroft Park and included on the attached list is what 
is known as Indian pipe or ghost plant (Monotropa uniflora).  According to the MNFI, this species is an 
herbaceous perennial plant native to temperate regions of North America in isolated locations of mature 
forests.  It is generally scarce or rare in occurrence, since it requires unique soil and light conditions at the 
base of mature deciduous trees.  Unlike most plants, it is white and does not contain chlorophyll.  Instead 
of generating energy from sunlight, it forms a symbiotic relationship with a specific group of bacteria asso-
ciated with the roots of trees, meaning it ultimately gets its energy from photosynthetic trees.  Since it is not 
dependent on sunlight to grow, it can grow in very dark environments as in the understory of dense forests. 
This plant is found at the base of a slope along the east side of Bancroft Park near the golf course; it is out 
of the influence of any construction on the course or in the park.  This was verified by Cynthia Cornell, in 
coordination with “The Friends of Bancroft Park”, during a field review. 

 
4. Existing Trail improvements
 The existing trail is cut out of native soils and has no stabilizing base or surface material. The trail runs 

along steep slopes and its limits are not clearly defined. The proposed trail through the park will have an 
engineered back-fill sub-base and will be graded and paved with asphalt to a ten-foot width.  The ten-foot 
cross section design is typical for trail projects in the City of Lansing, including all segments of and con-
nections to the River Trail system.  The alignment will follow the existing route, with minor exceptions 
where tree and wildflower impacts can be avoided or minimized.  An asphalt surface was chosen because 
it is standard for trail projects of this nature, relatively inexpensive, provides a stable, solid surface and can 
be placed with small equipment, which reduces impacts to the adjacent plant community.  Any other trail 
surface material is either too expensive or not stable enough to hold soils in place along the steeper slopes 
of the alignment. 

 
 Improvements to the trail include seven bench pad locations contiguous with the trail, an overlook deck 

for the wetland/pond on the east side, another overlook on the central pond in the woods, and stabilization 
of all erosion-prone areas on the steeper slopes.  The City has plans to place benches on the bench pads. 

 
5. Sledding Hill on Golf Course (“Angel Hill”)
 As a result of the proposed expansion of stormwater control and wetland mitigation areas, to improve 

water quality and create a more diverse aquatic ecosystem, the sledding hill downslope area will be re-
duced. The hill could still be used for sledding but the length of the run will be reduced by about one-third.

 
6. Golf Course Alterations
 Alterations specifically associated with the golf course modifications were designed by a golf course ar-

chitect hired by the City of Lansing. The City of Lansing will pay for those alterations.
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7. Enforcement of Park Boundaries 
 To maximize the natural area of Bancroft Park, it is recommended that all boundaries along the resi-

dential area on the west side be enforced.  Currently, there is an area behind the houses on Indiana Street, 
between Whyte and North Streets, where homeowners are mowing into the park from their property line 
to the edge of the existing trail.  It is estimated that there is at least half an acre of Park being maintained 
as unnatural mowed lawn. This encroachment is not allowing the native vegetation to grow and add to 
the biodiversity of the functional forest system.  It is advisable to keep this area from being maintained. 
Re-planting it with a native woodland seed mix will jump start the re-development of the plant community 
in this area and add to the passive recreational spaces of Bancroft Park.

 Estimating Tree Age by Growth Factor*
 Estimated age of tree = Diameter in inches at 54 inches off the ground 
 (diameter breast height or dbh) x growth factor = tree age
 Tree Species Growth Factor
 
 American beech (Fagus grandifolia)  6
 American elm (Ulmus americana)  4
 American sycamore (Platanus occidentalis)  4
 Austrian pine (Pinus nigra)  4.5
 Black cherry (Prunus serotina)  5
 Black Oak (Quercus velutina)  3
 Black walnut (Juglans nigra)  4.5
 Colorado blue spruce (Picea glauca)  4.5
 Cottonwood (Populus   2
 White birch (Betula alba)  5
 Green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica)   4
 Ironwood (Carpinus carolinianus)  7
 Northern red oak (Quercus rubra)  4
 Pin oak (Quercus palustris)  3
 Red maple (Acer rubrum)  4.5
 Red pine (Pinus resinosa)  5.5
 Scotch pine (Pinus silvestris)  3.5
 Shagbark hickory (Carya ovata)  7.5
 Silver maple (Acer saccharinum)  3
 Sugar maple (Acer saccharum)  5.5
 Tulip tree (Liriodendron tulipifera)  3
 White oak (Quercus alba)  5
 White pine (Pinus strobus)  5

 *Source : International Society of Arboriculture
 Note: The growth factors listed above are more accurate for forest-grown trees, which grow thinner than street trees. Stressed 
trees from urban situations such as inadequate soil, damage or topping—will grow slower and weaker than healthy trees.
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 GROESBECK PARK DRAIN PROJECT
 Bancroft Park - Plant Species Identified Along Trail Corridor

 by Cynthia Cornell and verified by Blair Webster

Scientific Name      Common Name
 Aquilegia canadensis      Wild Columbine
 Asarum canadense      Wild Ginger
 Claytonia virginica       Spring Beauty
 Dentaria laciniata      Cut-leaf Toothwort
 Erythronium americanum     Trout Lily
 Euonymous obovata      Trailing Euonymous
 Geranium maculatum      Wild Geranium
 Hesperis matronalis      Dames Rocket
 Hydrophyllum virginianum     Virginia waterleaf
 Helianthus divaricatus      Woodland Sunflower
 Impatiens capensis      Jewelweed
 Monotropa uniflora      Indian Pipe
 Phlox divaricata      Blue Phlox
 Podophyllum peltatum     Mayapple
 Polygonatum biflorum     Solomon’s-Seal
 Sanguinaria canadensis     Bloodroot
 Smilacina racemosa      False Solomon’s Seal
 Trillium grandiflorum      Trillium 
 Viola papilionaceae      Blue Violet
 Viola pallens?       White Violet
 Viola sororia?       Purple Violet 
 Viola rotundifolia?      Yellow Violet 

Indian Pipe

Unique Features of Bancroft Park Flora, Fauna and Geology, cont.

This is not an exhaustive list of 
wildflowers that exist in Bancroft 
Park.  These, and many more Flora 
that exist in this environment are 
easily destroyed by misuse of this 
park. For example, human activ-
ity off the main trail is damaging, 
if that activity scrapes away and 
erodes the thin soil horizons that 
exist on this Esker.  This activity 
usually has to do with tires from 
bicycles, strollers and the other 
machines that dig into the soil.  
Having a well-designed paved path 
has been proven to protect sensitive 
areas. Studies around the country 
show that a paved path encourages 
people to stay on the path rather 
than venture off the path and into 
sensitive areas. The paved path will 
also encourage a larger number of 
visitors to enjoy and experience 
this wonderful park environment.
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May Apple Flowering Bloodroot

Dame’s Rocket

Solomon’s Seal

Trout Lillies



Unique Features of Bancroft Park Flora, Fauna and Geology, cont.

( I

Page 81



Images: District Flooding, Northern Developed Area

Floods like these pictures indicate happen two or three times every year.  This kind of polluted water
runoff north of Bancroft Park and the Groesbeck Golf Course must be diverted from flowing
through Bancroft Park. This volume of water can be very destructive. When the slurry wall was
placed around the contaminated portion of the Board of Water and Light landfill just north of
Bancroft Park, the landfill was also capped. By capping that large land area, the flow of runoff has
increased once more. This capping was necessary to protect groundwater. It is just as necessary to
protect Bancroft Park and stop the recharging of this water for the public health, safety and welfare
of our citizens.  This project has taken into consideration this increase and accommodates for its
storage, cleaning and polishing before being transported to the river.
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Images: District Flooding, Northern Developed Area

These pictures of flooding on and near Lake Lansing Road are the result of development without putting a
stormwater collection and outlet system together first. All this increased polluted runoff from the parking lots
and roof tops makes its way into our groundwater through Bancroft Park. When it moves through Bancroft Park
into the recharging area, it is slowly destroying Bancroft Park. This drain project eliminates that destruction and
repairs past damage while protecting it from further damage.
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Images: District Flooding, Northern Developed Area
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Appendix/Supporting Documents

Lansing Park Board Request for Clarification re: Groesbeck Park Drain
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Appendix/Supporting Documents

Peer Recognition for the Ingham County Drain Commissioner’s Projects.  These are just a few of the 
awards my office and myself have received.

Michigan Association of County Drain Commissioners
 Innovation and Excellence Award, 2014
 Ember Oaks Drain Improvements Project, Meridian Township, Ingham County

Anderson, Eckstein & Westrick, Inc. and American Counsel of Engineering Companies - Michi-gan
 Engineering, Merit Award, 2014
 Ember Oaks Drain Drainage District, Meridian Township, Ingham County

 Sierra Club
 David Dempsey Award For Distinguished Service For The Environment, 2013 

Michigan Water Environmental Association (MWEA)
 Regulatory Professional Of The Year, 2010

Michigan Association of County Drain Commissioners
 Innovation and Excellence Award, 2012
 Cook and Thorburn Drain, Watershed Improvements Project, Meridian Township, Ingham County

Michigan Association of County Drain Commissioners
 Innovation and Excellence Award, 2010
 Briarwood Drain Project, Meridian Township, Ingham County

Charter Township of Meridian –Environmental Commission
 Environmental Stewardship Award, 2009
 Northport Condominium Development, Detention Pond Revitalization & Renovation

City Pulse News & 92.1 WQTX, Lansing MI
 Best Environmentalist – Talk Of The Town Award, 2009

Michigan Association of County Drain Commissioners
 Innovation and Excellence Award, 2008
 Towar Gardens Drain Project, East Lansing and Meridian Township, Ingham County

Williamstown Township – Chamber of Commerce, Ingham County 
 Certificate of Appreciation – Speaker Recognition, Business Networking Luncheon, 2008
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Michigan Association of County Drain Commissioners
 Dedication Of Service & Leadership Award, 2005 - 2007
 
Clean Water Action-Michigan Chapter 
Hero of the Lakes Award, 2007

American Public Works Association, SW Branch:
 Public Works Environmental Project of the Year 2007
 Briarwood Creek Drain, Meridian Township, Ingham County

Ingham County Sheriff ’s Office, Ingham County MI
Search & Rescue, Certificate of Appreciation, 2007

Charter Township of Meridian –Environmental Commission
 Environmental Stewardship Award, 2002

Michigan Association of County Drain Commissioners
 Honorable Mention, 2002
 Managing Drainage With A Resident Beaver Population, Meridian Township, Ingham County

Grand River Expedition 2000:
 Stewardship Award, 2000

Michigan Section of the American Society of Civil Engineering: 
Stream Bank Stabilization, Quality of Life Award, Willow Creek, Aurelius Township, 1997  
Honorable Conceptor Award, Tollgate, City of Lansing and Lansing Township, 1999

Michigan Association of County Drain Commissioners: 
Rural Drainage and Stormwater Management Award:  Willow Creek, 1996.
Urban Storm Water Management Award:  Tollgate, 1997.

Ingham County Chapter of Pheasants Forever: 
 Elected Official Award, 1996.

Michigan Wildlife Habitat Foundation:  
 Bengal Habitat Award, 1996 and 1998.

Keep Michigan Beautiful Award:  
 Fairview Park Stormwater Cleansing Basin in Tollgate, 1998.

National Stormwater Control program:  
 Excellence Award, Nominated, 1998.

Michigan State University Department of Resource Development:
  Professional Achievement Award, 1992-93.
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Michigan Association of County Drain Commissioners - Innovation and Excellence Award
Peer Recognition for the Cook and Thorburn Drain
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Michigan Association of County Drain Commissioners - Innovation and Excellence Award
Peer Recognition for the Cook and Thorburn Drain
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Michigan Association of County Drain Commissioners - Innovation and Excellence Award
Peer Recognition for the Cook and Thorburn Drain
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Michigan Association of County Drain Commissioners - Innovation and Excellence Award
Peer Recognition for the Briarwood Drarin
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Michigan Association of County Drain Commissioners - Innovation and Excellence Award
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Michigan Association of County Drain Commissioners - Innovation and Excellence Award
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Michigan Association of County Drain Commissioners - Innovation and Excellence Award
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Michigan Association of County Drain Commissioners - Innovation and Excellence Award
Peer Recognition for the Towar Drain Rain Gardens
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Southeast Michigan Council of Governments
Peer Recognition for the Towar Drain Rain Gardens
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Southeast Michigan Council of Governments
Peer Recognition for the Towar Drain Rain Gardens




