





Regional Bikeways

The AT Plan has developed eleven updates to the
recommended regional bikeways network for the MVRPC
planning area. These changes were developed from new or
updated alignments in local plan documents, consultations with
member jurisdictions, plus plan review by MVRPC staff.

The most significant regional change is to recommend separated
bicycle facilities. Past MVRPC bikeway recommendations have
been neutral as to facility type so that as projects develop the
advantages and disadvantages of various facility designs could
be considered. With this AT Plan, MVRPC recognizes multiple
forms of input that indicate strong preference for separated
facilities to accommodate bicycle travel. Shared use paths,
sidepaths, protected cycle tracks and protected bike lanes
consistently are preferred in surveys of the public. Such facilities
are preferred in recent local planning across the Region, and are
now preferred in the Regional plan as well.

Facilities with less (or no) separation remain in the planning and
design toolbox. Facilities such as ordinary striped bike lanes,
widened shoulders, wide outside lanes, sharrow markings and
signed routes have applicability, particularly along routes already
demonstrated as low stress for cycling. However, these facility
types are unlikely to be perceived by the majority of the public to
significantly improve comfort or safety on a high stress roadway,
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and are of little utility on LTS3 or LTS4 roadways. Separated
facilities are more likely to garner increased use and return

on investment as a component of complete streets projects,
particularly along regional network roadways.

Therefore, the descriptions for the proposed regional bikeways
routes, particularly in rural areas of the region have been
updated to indicate separated facilities, where applicable. This
can be seen, for example in the south and east portions of
Greene County, where the facility type was updated to match
that of the Greene County Master Trails Plan. Similar facility type
updates were made for routes in western Montgomery County
and western Miami County.

This AT Plan also updates the alignment of some regional routes
to reflect public input and local planning. Examples include:

» In Greene County, route selection from Fairborn to Yellow
Springs, Yellow Springs to Clifton and Clifton to Cedarville
has been updated to match priorities expressed in the
Greene County Master Trails Plan.

» Trebein Road from Yellow Springs-Fairfield Road to the
Creekside Trail: this route has been added to the regional
bikeways network based on its inclusion in the Greene
County Trails Master Plan and input from the public. This
project is the top priority of the Greene County Master
Trails Plan.



»

»

»

»

»

»

The North-South route through Centerville and
Washington Township to connect the Iron Horse Trail to
the Great-Little Trail: this route was updated to align with
recent planning discussions with the jurisdictions.

Springboro Central Greenway: this route developed by
the City of Springboro includes connections to the City of
Franklin and the Great Miami River Trail to the west and
the Great-Little Trail to the north to the regional bikeway
network. As this creates a new trail-to-trail connection
this route was added to the regional bikeway network in
consultation with the affected jurisdictions.

Stillwater Trail gap between Shoup Road and Englewood
MetroPark: the alignment of this project has been updated
to reflect planning and property acquisitions conducted by
Five Rivers MetroParks.

Additional route in Western Montgomery County: a
route to connect the municipalities of Brookville, New
Lebanon, Farmersville, and Germantown. Added based
on consultation with the affected jurisdictions and the
Montgomery County Engineer’s Office.

Ohio-to-Indiana Trail in Northern Miami County: this route
was updated to align with the Northern Miami County Trail
Report developed by Miami County Park District in 2017.

Cardinal Trail: this route alignment is no longer supported
by stakeholders in Miami County. Internet searches for
the route were unsuccessful. The Cardinal Trail has been
removed from the Regional Bike Routes and replaced with
Ohio State Bicycle Route 36. State bicycle routes have
been developed by ODOT to connect all cities within the
state with populations of 50,000 or greater.
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Programs and Policies

For communities

»

»

»

»

As required by law, Communities must conduct an
American’s with Disabilities Act (ADA) Self Evaluation of its
current services, policies, and practices, and the effects
thereof, that do not or may not meet the requirements

of the ADA and, to the extent modification of any such
services, policies, and practices is required, the public
entity shall proceed to make the necessary modifications.

Communities with fifty or more employees are required
and communities with fewer than fifty employees are
recommended to develop an ADA Transition Plan setting
forth steps necessary to achieve program accessibility,
including active transportation infrastructure.

Communities are strongly encouraged to develop local
Compete Streets Policies to ensure that an inclusive
approach that addresses the needs of non-motorized
uses of transportation facilities is used for all community
projects — not just the ones seeking MVRPC-attributable
funds.

Safe Routes to School Travel Plans and local Active
Transportation Plans are an excellent way to envision
your community through a new lens. Projects can
contribute to a safer, more walkable and bike-friendly
community. Such projects may also be incorporated into
larger regional plans and enables projects to become
eligible for specific funding opportunities through ODOT.
ODOT and MVRPC can provide technical assistance to
communities developing such plans to enhance the active
transportation environment for their residents.
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Figure 34: Proposed Regional Bikeways Map

97




»

Communities are strongly encouraged to develop

a sidewalk maintenance program to ensure ADA
compliance, regular inspection, and timely maintenance of
pedestrian facilities within their boundaries.

For MVRPC

»

»

»

»

»

MVRPC should prioritize complete streets designs in
projects on streets with LTS3 or LTS4, or high crash priority.
Exceptions to the Complete Streets policy on such roads
should be rare.

MVRPC should consider periodic funding programs for
retrofitting transit accessibility, bicycle and pedestrian
facilities into roads, modeled after the very successful
“Simple Repaving Program” offered periodically.

MVRPC should review the Project Evaluation System

for “Bikeways” projects and update the application, as
needed, to address bicycle, pedestrian and transit access
(“Active Transportation”) projects holistically.

MVRPC should develop a “Complete Streets Priority Plan”
in compliance with US DOT requirements once such
requirements are developed. Such plan will serve as an
opportunity to consider updates to the Regional Complete
Streets Policy, adopted in 2011.

MVRPC should monitor national-level incentives or
requirements to develop a regional systemic safety plan,
often known as a “Vision Zero” plan, and be prepared to
engage member jurisdictions and advocates on effective
and applicable strategies to reduce bicycle and pedestrian
injuries and fatalities to zero over time.
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