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Other Projects

Number ATPID County Project Name Mode Description

1 CHAO1 Champaign | Ohio-to-Indiana Trail Bike & Ped | Miami/Champaign County Line to St. Paris
2 CHAO2 Champaign | Ohio-to-Indiana Trail Bike & Ped | St. Paris to The Depot in Urbana
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AT Plan Survey Results
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Race

66-75 Prefer not
to answer
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Black or African
American

White or Caucasian

Prefer not to answer
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Household Income
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Comments by County

.
]
_—_—
N NG < & ¢
Walk mBike Walk/Bike

138

Why do you choose to walk or bike
in your community?
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120%

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

Below are general statements about your neighborhood/community:

There are many places My neighborhood isa | feel safe walking It is an easy walk (10-15 | feel safe accessing My neighborhood isa | feel safe riding a
to go within easy  good place for walking along streets in my  min) from my home to public transit good place for riding a bicycle on streets in

walking distance (10-15 community access public transit bicycle my community
min) of my home

m Strongly Agree " Somewhat Agree B Somewhat Disagree B Strongly Disagree
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How often do you walk to the following places?

Work or school

Park or
playground

Store

Personal errand Restaurant, bar or

1111

)

(bank, post office, coffee shop transit

dentist, salon)

m Always ®Often

Sometimes = Rarely B Never
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Access public

N/A

Visit friend or
family

Faith-based
community or
service

Drop someone at
daycare or school



To what extent would any of the following make you more likely walk around your

community?
120%
100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0% T T T T T T T T T T 1
More More Slower vehicle More Crosswalks on Extending Repair of  Better lighting More Organized Walking maps
sidewalks on sidewalks on traffic destinations busy streets traffic signal sidewalks accessibility walking and
busy streets neighborhood within walking timing features groups wayfinding
streets distance
B Much more = Somewhat more ®Slightly more ®Not at all N/A



How often do you bike to the following places?

120%
100%
80% ——— —
60% I
40%
20%
Work or school Park or Store Personal errand Restaurant, bar or Access public Visit friend or Faith-based  Drop someone at
playground (bank, post office, coffee shop transit family community or daycare or school
dentist, salon) service

H Always B Often Sometimes M Rarely B Never = N/A
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To what extent would any of the following make you more likely bike around your

community?
120%
100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
O% T T T T T T T
More bike lanes  More bike  More separated Slower vehicle More Bicycling Bike share Better lighting Social Bike maps and
on busy streets  routes on bike paths traffic destinations education system Rides/Biking wayfinding
neighborhood within biking groups signage
streets distance
B Much more = Somewhat more ®Slightly more H®Not at all N/A
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Do you ride public transit?
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m Always ®mOften

Sometimes ™ Rarely ®Never
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Do you have access to public

transit?

Yes

EYes ENo

No



To what extent would any of the following make you more likely ride public transit
in your community?

120%
100%
80%
60%
40%
- . l
More bike lanes Slower vehicle More amenities  More safe Repair of Better lighting Sidewalks More Better transit  Public Transit
or sidewalks to traffic at transit stops marked sidewalks connecting to  accessibility training for maps and
the bus crosswalks on transit stops features accessing the wayfinding
busy streets bus signage
B Much more Somewhat more B Slightly more  ®Not at all N/A
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Level of Traffic Stress
Methodology

MVRPC developed a Level of Traffic Stress (LTS) analysis for the
Bike Plan Update 2015. The LTS analysis was highly modified
from the original methodology developed by the Mineta
Transportation Institute in 201232, because of data limitations at a
regional scale for the Regional Active Transportation Plan.

In 2015, the Ohio Department of Transportation developed a
methodology for LTS assessment of the State Bicycle Routes
and U.S. Bike Routes in Ohio. This methodology is established
in a Technical Memo developed by Arcadis under ODOT PID
#107921, which was provided to MVRPC by ODOT and served
as the basis for updating the LTS analysis for our region. The
Technical Memo method only worked for assessments to the
regional network roadways in the MVRPC region. Lack of specific
data on local streets resulted in illogical LTS ratings for many
low speed, neighborhood streets. The project was therefore
divided into two processes: network road analysis and local
road analysis. The processes used for each are described in the
following sections.

Network Road Analysis

Using data from the ODOT Technical Information Mapping
System (TIMS) database®, the current Road Inventory and Traffic
Count Segments under the Roadway Information tab were
downloaded.
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The final map provided the closest thing to a comprehensive
base map using ODOT’s method for assigning LTS attributes.
Approximately 85 percent of the final map categorized efficiently
using ODOT’s assignment criteria, most falling inside the Dayton
and urban areas along the regional network. The remaining data,
predominantly found along the rural, non-network portion of

our Region was manually categorized by strategically assigning
values based on the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Functional Class system and urban/rural classification when
speed limits or lane data was missing.

Local Road Analysis

Roads classified by the as being local that had speed limits

equal to or less than 25MPH and within urban boundaries were
given a LTS rating of 1. Local roads within urban boundaries with
speed limits greater than 25MPH were given a LTS rating of 2. All
other Functional Class values (Interstates, Freeways, Arterial and
Collector Roads) within urban boundaries were assigned an LTS
rating of 3.

Roads outside the urban boundaries that is classified as being
local or a minor collector road were assigned LTS values based
on their proximity to residential or agricultural land use. A
majority of the local and minor collector roads fell between road
segments that had been accurately assigned an LTS value using
ODOT'’s criteria, and was also used to help determine LTS values.
LTS values of 3 were assigned to road segments closer to more
residential land use, and LTS value of 4 closer to agricultural land
use.
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Level of Traffic Stress Rating
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