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Section 1: Introduction 

Safe Routes to School 
Safe Routes to School (SRTS) is an international movement that uses policies, programs, and infrastructure to 
encourage youth K-12 to walk and bike to school. SRTS seeks to improve safety conditions near schools and 
encourage more walking and bicycling when safe to do so. Nationally, walking and biking to school has declined 
dramatically, from 48 percent in 1969 to just 11 percent in 2017.1 SRTS programs like the Ohio Department of 
Transportation (ODOT) SRTS Program seek to reverse this trend through a collaborative approach.  

Safe Routes to School Benefits 

Improve safety for students walking and biking. In recent years, Ohio has seen an increase in the number of 
people involved in crashes while walking.2 Safe Routes to School is focused on improving student safety during 
their journey to and from school. Through infrastructure improvements, walking and biking to school can become 
a safer and more appealing choice for children and parents. 

Improve physical and mental health. A healthy lifestyle is best cultivated in people while they are children. 
Regular physical activity is an integral component of a healthy lifestyle and also contributes to mental well-being. 
For children, bicycling and walking to school provides opportunities to include physical activity as a part of daily 
life. Daily physical activity is known to improve academic performance and social, emotional, mental and physical 
health. 

Equitable choice for all people. In 2021, the US Census Bureau reported that 7.5 percent of households in Ohio 
do not have a vehicle.3 For families without cars or those with limited access to cars, it is especially important for 
children to have safe ways to walk or bicycle to school and around their neighborhood. Additionally, Safe Routes 
to School improvements benefit not only children, but quality of life for neighborhoods and the entire community. 
Shifting vehicle trips to walking or biking trips reduces greenhouse gas emissions, decreases school-related traffic 
congestion, reduces transportation costs, and can lead to greater independence for community members who 
cannot or choose not to drive.  

  

 
1 McDonald NC, Brown AL, Marchetti LM, Pedroso MS. U.S. school travel, 2009 an assessment of trends. Am J Prev Med. 2011 Aug;41(2):146-51. doi: 
10.1016/j.amepre.2011.04.006. PMID: 21767721. 
2 Walk. Bike. Ohio Pedestrian Safety Analysis https://transportation.ohio.gov/static/Programs/WalkBikeOhio/Walk.Bike.Ohio.PedestrianSafetyAnalysis.pdf  
3 US Census  https://www.census.gov/acs/www/about/why-we-ask-each-question/vehicles/  

https://transportation.ohio.gov/static/Programs/WalkBikeOhio/Walk.Bike.Ohio.PedestrianSafetyAnalysis.pdf
https://www.census.gov/acs/www/about/why-we-ask-each-question/vehicles/
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The E’s 

The ODOT Safe Routs to School Program is built upon “E’s” that provide a comprehensive approach to youth 
traveling to school. The E’s are: 

 
Engineering:  
Bringing engineering experts to assist the community in evaluating streets and 
identifying improvements for walking and biking to school. 

 

Education:  
Improving traffic safety and awareness. Teach students how to navigate busy streets 
and make the connection between active transportation, traffic safety, health, and 
the environment. 

 
Encouragement:  
Providing incentives and support to help students and families try walking or bicycling 
instead of driving.  

 Enforcement:  
Influencing student or driver behavior through consequences. 

 

Evaluation:  
Helping schools measure walking and bicycling through parent surveys and student 
hand-raising tallies to indicate how students get to school and what barriers should 
be addressed. 
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Target Schools 
There are three target schools in the Ontario Local School District. The following tables and map provide 
information on the student demographics and school locations. 

 
Table 1: Target Schools 

School District School Name School Address Grades Served 

Ontario Local 
School District 

Stingel Elementary School 426 Shelby-Ontario Rd, Ontario, OH 44906 K-5 

Ontario Middle School 447 Shelby-Ontario Rd, Ontario, OH 44906 6-8 

Ontario High School 467 Shelby-Ontario Rd, Ontario, OH 44906 9-12 

 

 

Table 2: Student Demographics 2023-2024 

School 
Average Daily 
Student 
Enrollment 
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Stingel Elementary 
School 

902 20 NC 14 16 71 780 281 127 NC 

Ontario Middle School 471 14 NC 13 17 33 392 173 55 NC 

Ontario High School 527 28 NC 19 20 29 430 136 38 NC 

*NC denotes no count recorded but does not eliminate the possibility of such populations.
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Section 2: Existing Conditions for Walking and 
Biking to School  

Current Student Travel 
Teacher tallies, audits, and observations of student arrival and dismissal helped the project team and stakeholders 
better understand students’ daily experiences. Information gathered as part of these efforts is included in   
Appendix B: 
Student Address and Crash Maps and Appendix C: 
Public Engagement Materials . Data in the tables below provide information about trends in student travel to 
and from school throughout the 2024-2025 academic year. Table 3 shows the number of students within walking 
and biking distance of the target schools. Table 4 shows the students’ mode of travel to school in the morning and 
Table 5 shows the students’ mode of travel from school in the afternoon. 

Table 3: Number of students within walking and biking distance of target schools 

School 

Students 
within ¼ 
mile of 
school 

Percent 
of 

students 
within ¼ 
mile of 
school 

Students 
within ½ 
mile of 
school 

Percent 
of 

students 
within ½ 
mile of 
school 

Students 
within 1 
mile of 
school 

Percent 
of 

students 
within 1 
mile of 
school 

Students 
within 2 
miles of 
school 

Percent 
of 

students 
within 2 
miles of 
school 

Stingel Elementary 
School 

3 0.6% 15 3.2% 107 22.8% 214 45.4% 

Ontario Middle 
School 

0 0.0% 14 2.7% 61 11.6% 118 22.4% 

Ontario High 
School 

4 0.8% 31 6.6% 89 23.5% 164 54.6% 

 
Table 4: Mode of travel to school in the morning (May 5, 2025 – May 8, 2025)  

School Walk Bike School Bus Family 
Vehicle Carpool Transit Other 

Stingel Elementary 
School 

8 0 881 1012 40 0 0 

Ontario Middle 
School 

5 11 331 473 9 0 0 

Ontario High School 9 0 290 878 106 0 0 
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Table 5: Mode of travel from school in the afternoon (May 5th, 2025 – May 8th, 2025) 

School Walk Bike School Bus Family 
Vehicle Carpool Transit Other 

Stingel Elementary 
School 

6 0 969 891 47 0 0 

Ontario Middle 
School 

26 1 429 397 11 0 0 

Ontario High School 17 0 232 614 138 0 0 

As seen in the tables above, most students who attend Ontario Local Schools rely on a motor vehicle (whether a 
family car/truck/SUV, carpooling, or a school bus) to get to and from school. Walking and biking are among the 
least utilized transportation modes, with less than 50 students identifying that they walked home at least once 
over the three-day study and one student identifying they biked home. It is not uncommon to see an increase in 
the amount of student pedestrian traffic in the afternoon, as students may have extracurricular activities such as 
sports and clubs that result in a lack of school-provided transportation home. Similarly, this can also be the result 
of user preference, with the afternoon being often brighter and warmer than the morning.  

Disparities in student travel from morning to afternoon may also be the result of incomplete Teacher Tallies. In 
this instance, some faculty provided morning data, but did not provide afternoon data. Because of this, the tables 
serve as snapshots in time of recorded student travel among as many participants as possible, and do not account 
for all students at Ontario Local Schools. Further, the tables do not aim to establish patterns in student travel 
throughout the school year. This analysis was solely intended to explore the distribution of transportation mode 
when students are arriving and leaving school, without additional considerations for outside factors.  

Main Routes for Walking and Biking to School 

Overview 
Understanding the primary walking and biking routes to school allows the project team to take these travel 
patterns into consideration when developing the proposed recommendations in this plan. In the case of the 
Ontario Schools campus, existing main walking and biking routes were essentially non-existent due to the lack of 
sidewalk or shared use path infrastructure connecting the schools to any surrounding neighborhoods and the fact 
that the road on which the schools are located is busy and unsafe to walk on or cross without dedicated 
infrastructure. 
 
Because existing conditions prevented any main walking and biking routes from forming, this section instead 
focuses on potential main routes based on the location of residential areas in relation to the school campus. 
 
In some cases, the main routes to each school building may differ. However, the schools that comprise the Ontario 
City Schools are all adjacent on the same campus. This resulted in overlapping - and identical - primary routes to 
school.  
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Primary Routes for Walking and Biking to School  
The primary routes for walking and biking to the Ontario City Schools are: 

» Shelby-Ontario Road 
» Park Avenue West 

The primary intersections that students may cross when walking and biking to school are: 

» Shelby-Ontario Road / Milligan Road 
» Shelby-Ontario Road / High School Access Drive (North Access Drive) 
» Shelby-Ontario Road / High School Access Drive (South Access Drive) 
» Shelby-Ontario Road / Dunlap Drive 
» Shelby-Ontario Road / Board of Education Access Drive 
» Shelby-Ontario Road / Stingel Elementary Access Drive (North Access Drive) 
» Shelby-Ontario Road / Middle School Access Drive 
» Shelby-Ontario Road / Stingel Elementary Access Drive (Mid Access Drive) 
» Shelby-Ontario Road / Stingel Elementary Access Drive (South Access Drive) 
» Shelby-Ontario Road / Pearl Street 
» Shelby-Ontario Road / Park Avenue West 
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Arrival and Dismissal Process 

Stingel Elementary School 
For both arrival and dismissal, bus traffic is separated from caregiver and parent traffic by utilizing the central 
driveway loop to the west of Stingel Elementary School. Several police cruisers are stationed on and around the 
school campus for speed enforcement and deterrence of improper pickup/drop off practices, daily. Caregivers are 
not permitted to use this loop or driveway for pick up or drop off. For both arrival and dismissal, parents and 
caregivers have three options to drop off and pick up students. Drivers can utilize the south parking lot, circulating 
counterclockwise to the south side of the building where students are dropped off or picked up. Secondly, Parents 
and caregivers have the option of picking up or dropping off their students from the north parking lot on the west 
side of the building. Caregivers also had the option to park in the lot directly across from Stingel at the Middle 
School, where they could then use a crosswalk with a Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB).Parents and 
caregivers are required to walk students to and from the parking lot to their assigned entrances on the northwest 
and south sides of the building for safety purposes. During arrival and dismissal, vehicle queueing occurred in both 
lots and spilled onto Shelby-Ontario Road during peak times. Figure 1 illustrates the described arrival and dismissal 
circulation for the elementary school. 

Figure 1: Stingel Elementary School Arrival/Dismissal Circulation 
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Ontario Middle School & Ontario High School 
Because Ontario Middle School and Ontario High School are in the same building, they share similar primary routes 
to school. Both schools welcome and release students at the same time. However, the system has separate 
circulation patterns for both caregivers and bus traffic to help students get to school or home efficiently. Similarly 
to Stingel Elementary, several police cruisers are stationed everyday near the schools to ensure safe travel on and 
around the schools. 

Bus traffic for Ontario Middle School uses a separate driveway from parents and caregivers for pickup and drop-
off. Buses enter the south high school driveway where they then line the curb along Ontario Middle School. The 
buses then pick up or drop off students near the east side entrance of the building. Once they are done, buses 
travel south along the building until they make a left at the south middle school driveway before exiting to Shelby-
Ontario Road. For both arrival and dismissal, parents and caregivers use the south middle school driveway, where 
they are funneled into a parking lot on the west side of the building. Caregivers circulate counterclockwise through 
the lot and join with bus traffic via the same access drive before exiting on Shelby-Ontario Road. Several students 
were observed utilizing the marked crosswalk on Shelby-Ontario Road to get to the middle and high schools. A 
handful of students were seen walking to the elementary school during dismissal (presumably to be picked up by 
a parent or caregiver with another student at the elementary school). After school, students were also seen 
walking south along Shelby-Ontario Road to The Cove coffee shop and adjacent gas station. School staff shared 
this is a common occurrence for students who have late practices, after school events, and sometimes for school 
pick up. The few students observed walking to and from school utilize the same entrances as students being picked 
up by parents and caregivers.  

Bus traffic for Ontario High School utilizes a separate driveway from motorists during arrival and dismissal. Buses 
enter using the south high school driveway before lining the curb near the High School and along the curb of the 
Board of Education office. They pick up and drop off students at the curb before exiting the campus via the north 
middle school driveway. For both arrival and dismissal, parents and caregivers enter the campus via the north high 
school driveway before entering the parking lot north of the building. Caregivers circulate counterclockwise 
through the lot, dropping off their students at the curb north of Ontario High School before exiting the campus 
via the north High School access drive. Student drivers park in the parking lot north of the High School. Students 
walking to and from school used the same entrance as students being dropped off or picked up by parents and 
caregivers.  

Figure 2 below illustrates the described arrival and dismissal circulation for both Ontario Middle School and 
Ontario High School. 
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Figure 2: Ontario Middle & High Schools Arrival/Dismissal Circulation 

 

Safety Data Review 
Table 6 shows active transportation crash occurrences and their severities within five miles of the Ontario Local 
Schools, compared to the state average in Ohio. Table 7 shows the number of pedestrian and bicyclist crashes 
from 2019 to 2023 within various radii of both school campuses. While this plan only accounts for pedestrian and 
bicycle crashes dating back to 2019, a serious injury crash involving a student pedestrian occurred in 2018 at the 
corner of Dunlap Drive and Shelby-Ontario Road.  
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Figure 3 shows crashes by severity near the target schools. Key takeaways from the combined crash data are listed 
below. Crash radius maps developed for each school can be found in Appendix B: 
Student Address and Crash Maps. 

• There were 15 total crashes over the specified period, 11 pedestrian and 4 bicycle 
• There were no fatal crashes, but 2 resulted in serious injuries and 7 resulted in minor injuries 
• Six crashes were intersection related, indicating that there may be unsafe crossing conditions at 

intersections in the study area 
• Other contributing factors were relatively varied, indicating that no other factor is a critical safety concern 

compared to others based on crash data 
• Time of day or time of year did not reveal significant correlation to number of crashes 

 

Table 6: Crash Severity Compared to State Average 

Crash Severity Ontario, OH Average Statewide Average 

Total (2019-2023) Total (%) Total (%) 

Fatal Crash 0 0% 0.93% 

Serious Injury Suspected Crash 1 14.29% 4.50% 

Minor Injury Suspected Crash 4 57.14% 14.06% 

Injury Possible Crash 2 28.57% 7.65% 

Property-Damage-Only 0 0% 72.86% 

Total 7 
  

 
Table 7: Bicycle and pedestrian crashes near schools (2019- 2023) 

School Number of bicycle 
and pedestrian 

crashes within ½ 
mile 

Number of bicycle 
and pedestrian 

crashes within 1 
mile 

Number of bicycle 
and pedestrian 

crashes within 2 
miles 

Total number of 
serious or fatal 

injury bicycle and 
pedestrian crashes 

within 2 miles 

Stingel Elementary 
School 

0 0 1 1 

Ontario Middle 
School 

0 0 1 1 

Ontario High School 0 0 1 1 
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Existing Programs and Policies 
This section will discuss what impacts there are to the active transportation environment on a district program 
and policy level. 

District Bus Policies 

Ontario Local Schools do not have bussing policies that restrict student ridership. District bus policy is that any 
student that would like bus transportation may get it, no matter location of residence or other factors. This allows 
students and caregivers to have more options, but it does not actively encourage walking and biking. 

School Travel Policies 

There are no school travel policies that affect walking or biking to school for any of the target schools. Arrival and 
dismissal policies are covered in a previous section in this report. Complaints about inefficiencies and congestion 
for arrival and dismissal may cause indirect encouragement to try different travel to school methods such as 
walking and biking, but this is not intentional or an ideal circumstance. 

Existing Encouragement Programs 

There are not currently programs that encourage walking or biking at any of the target schools. 
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Planned Infrastructure Projects  
A critical component in the existing conditions analysis is to analyze recently proposed projects made by the local 
team, the Ohio Department of Transportation, and any regional/metropolitan planning organizations. For the 
Ontario Local School District, the project team coordinated with these organizations and the Richland County 
Regional Planning Commission (RCRPC) to further identify planned infrastructural improvements that assist 
families in safe and active school travel.  

These planned infrastructural improvements include near and long-term investments, at varying stages of 
implementation. In some instances, funding has not been identified or allocated for these improvements. For the 
purposes of this plan, the project team identified these improvements to further encourage the implementation 
of them through this plan, and to ensure that no duplicate recommendations are made.  

Planned improvements include road widening, shared use pathway installation, intersection improvements, and 
roadway rehabilitation projects, among others. Many of the identified projects come directly from ODOT’s short-
term project list, and recommendations made by the RCRPC in the 2025-2050 Long Range Transportation Plan 
published in July 2025.  

Figure 4 below showcases the identified planned projects near the Ontario Local School District. 
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Need Analysis 
To further understand the state of walking and biking to school in the City of Ontario, it is critical to identify areas 
where individuals are more likely to walk and bike due to economic necessity. The Active Transportation Needs 
Analysis uses socio-demographic data from the American Community Survey (ACS) to identify geographic 
concentrations of disadvantaged residents, considered more vulnerable to unsafe, disconnected, or incomplete 
active transportation networks. 

The equity factors included in the analysis include: 

• Minority groups 
• Youth and older adults 
• Poverty  
• Educational attainment  
• Limited English proficiency  
• No access to a motor vehicle  

Based on the demographic data obtained and shown in Table 2, approximately 31% of students in the school 
district are considered economically disadvantaged. These students may come from families that do not have the 
means to provide transportation to and from school with personal vehicles. Additionally, approximately 12% of 
students in the district have a disability, further demonstrating the need for safe active transportation 
infrastructure to travel to and from school.  

Using the equity factors listed above, active transportation demand and need can be visualized in mapping 
software, as shown in the accompanying maps on the following pages. 

Figure 5 highlights levels of active transportation need across the school district. It is important to note that while 
this plan is focused on the Ontario City School District, the City of Ontario and other surrounding areas have been 
studied to consider broader connections. As seen in the figure, about half of the community falls between medium 
and high need. The remaining area (primarily west of Lexington Springmill Road and south of US-30) ranges from 
low to moderate need. 

Figure 6 demonstrates the demand across the Ontario City School District. Most of the community falls within 
medium to low demand for active transportation infrastructure. Areas of increased active transportation demand 
are located primarily north of US-30, and are concentrated on the east side of Ontario, stretching into the 
neighboring City of Mansfield.  

Figure 7 shows the combined need and demand for active transportation infrastructure in Ontario. Areas directly 
east of Home Road as well as areas north of US-30 exemplify increased demand and need. The remaining areas 
exemplify relatively low active transportation need and demand for active transportation infrastructure. When 
examining the demand and need for active transportation in the community, generally both increased in score 
the closer they got to the City of Mansfield. This reinforces the need for community-wide connectivity and 
provides an opportunity for cross-jurisdictional active transportation systems. 
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Section 3: Community Engagement 
Community engagement is an essential tool in the STP development process. Involving the public builds trust in 
the Plan and improves the overall quality of the findings. The project team used several strategies to collect public 
input including: a caregiver survey, stakeholder meeting, and a public engagement event and associated web-
based survey. 

Caregiver Survey 
 The caregiver surveys were issued to the parents and caregivers of all three target schools. Of the 239 responses 
received, only roughly 40 percent of caregivers estimate their home is within two miles of their child’s school. Of 
those responses, roughly 75 percent reported that their child asked permission to walk or bike to school within 
the last year. The graph below shows the distribution of children who have asked to walk or bike based on distance 
between their residence and school. As seen inError! Reference source not found.8, there is a higher interest in 
walking and biking to and from school for those who live within a mile and a half of their school.  

Figure 8: Percent of Children Who Have Asked Permission to Walk or Bike to School 

Less than one percent of caregivers indicated that their student walks to school in the morning and roughly 1.2 
percent reported their student walks home from school in the Ontario Local School District. Contrary to the 
completed Teacher Tallies, the Caregiver surveys asked guardians to identify their usual means of transportation 
to school throughout the school year. Illustrated in Table 8 and Table 9 is the summarization of student travel 
trends based on distance from their school for both arrival and dismissal. 
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Table 8: School Arrival Trip Type by Distance from School 

Distance Walk Bike School 
Bus 

Family 
Vehicle 

Carpool Transit Other 

Less than ¼ mile 16.7% 0.0% 41.7% 41.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
¼ mile to ½ mile  0.0% 0.0% 22.2% 77.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
½ mile to 1 mile  0.0% 9.1% 45.5% 45.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
1 mile to 1 ½ miles  0.0% 0.0% 62.5% 37.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
1 ½ miles to 2 miles 0.0% 0.0% 3.7% 6.1% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 
More than 2 miles 0.0% 0.0% 37.8% 57.9% 3.7% 0.6% 0.0% 

 

Table 9: School Departure Trip Type by Distance from School 

Distance Walk Bike School 
Bus 

Family 
Vehicle 

Carpool Transit Other 

Less than ¼ mile 25.0% 0.0% 25.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
¼ mile to ½ mile  0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
½ mile to 1 mile  0.0% 9.1% 63.6% 27.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
1 mile to 1 ½ miles  0.0% 0.0% 75.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
1 ½ miles to 2 miles 0.0% 0.0% 3.7% 6.1% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 
More than 2 miles 0.0% 0.0% 36.0% 61.0% 2.4% 0.6% 0.0% 

 

The tables show that walking is a more popular option for students departing school and living less than a quarter 
mile from their school. Motorized modes of transit have become the most common mode for students of all 
distances, indicating distance and network gaps as barriers to active transportation. 

Parent Attitudes Towards Walking and Biking 

Roughly 72 percent of parents and caregivers who responded to the survey indicated that they feel it is unsafe or 
very unsafe for their children to walk or bike to/from school. In the caregiver survey responses, the following 
factors were identified as the top five issues that parents and caregivers considered when not allowing their 
students to walk or bike to school:  

• Amount of traffic along the route  
• Speed of traffic along the route  
• Distance 
• Lack of Sidewalks or Pathways  
• Safety of Intersections/Crossings 

It should be noted that parents and caregivers that do allow their children to walk or bike to/from school shared 
the same concerns. For those parents and caregivers, the safety of intersections and crossings was the top 
concern. Caregivers’ feelings about the safety of walking and biking to/from school for their child are illustrated 
in Figure 9. 
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Figure 9: Parents Opinions on the Safety of Walking and Biking to School 

 
Caregivers had the opportunity at the end of the survey to provide open-ended feedback about their family’s 
current student travel, including highlights and concerns. Many participants who elected to provide feedback 
shared that their family lives too far away from the schools to feasibly walk or bike there. Some comments 
highlighted the unsafe feeling on Shelby-Ontario Road between West 4th Street and Milligan Road, further 
highlighting the need for more sidewalks and off-roadway bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Other safety concerns 
were raised for the specific intersections of Shelby-Ontario Road/Park Avenue West, and Rudy Road/Park Avenue 
West, identifying the intersections as barriers to walking and biking. Similarly, the traffic speed and volume on 
State Route 314 were highlighted as barriers for residents who live on and near the street. However, most 
comments expressed excitement for potential pedestrian facilities (such as sidewalks and shared use paths) near 
the schools and Marshall Park. 

Other Public Engagement 

SRTS Stakeholder Meeting  

The Safe Routes to School (SRTS) stakeholder meeting held on September 11, 2025, aimed to engage key 
stakeholders – the SRTS Team – representing the schools, community members, and local government. The 
stakeholders confirmed their commitment to safe routes to school and discussed various challenges and needs 
for improving pedestrian and bicycle safety around the target schools in the area. Specific concerns were raised 

Very Safe
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Safe
4%

Neutral
23%

Unsafe
32%

Very Unsafe
40%
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about the lack of pedestrian infrastructure in Ontario, missed opportunities for education, and traffic congestion 
during arrival and dismissal.  After the meeting, the project team and school staff performed a walk audit of Stingel 
Elementary, Ontario Middle School, Ontario High School, and surrounding areas such as Marshall Park. The 
stakeholder group was invited to attend the walk audit.  

Meeting materials and additional information can be found in Appendix C: 
Public Engagement Materials  

Public Input Pop-Up Event 

The Public Input Pop-up event held on October 16, 2025, was designed to gather community input on the draft 
infrastructure countermeasures and the proposed programs and policies recommended through the Ontario 
School Travel Plan. Representatives from Burton Planning Services staffed a booth at Stingel Elementary’s 
Halloween Trunk-or-Treat event, where attendees had the opportunity to participate in an activity focused on 
prioritizing projects. The activity asked participants to drop a piece of candy corn in a jar representing a specific 
infrastructure project and place a sticker dot next to their favorite programs/policies on exhibit boards.  

The Trunk-or-Treat event was set up at Stingel Elementary School, by the school administration as a school-
community recreation activity after school hours. Members of the community, including individuals and 
businesses, could sign up to pass out candy to the kids in attendance. Families all lined up and went from vendor 
to vendor trick-or-treating.  

Over 1,000 individuals were present at the event, with the vast majority of interactions happening with staff at 
the booth. Staff passed out candy and provided attendees with a pamphlet outlining the proposed 
countermeasures which included a link to an online prioritization survey. The three highest priority infrastructure 
projects were as follows: 

• Project N Shared-Use Path on Lexington-Ontario Road from Muirfield Drive to Park Avenue West 
• Project P Shared-Use Path on SR 314 from SR 309 to Shelby-Ontario Road 
• Project G Change Signal Timing at the Park Avenue West intersection  

Project staff were able to verbally engage with many event attendees as they passed by the booth, gathering 
useful information and perspective through conversation. Activity participation was more limited due to both 
space and time constraints as the event was crowded, and many groups had children who were moving quickly 
past the booth as they were handed candy. Despite these obstacles, the project team were able to have 
conversations about the community’s needs, raise awareness about the plan and encourage support for walking 
and biking improvements in Ontario.  

Public Comment Period  

The public comment period ran from October 16, 2025, through October 31, 2025. Through an online survey, 
community members were asked to provide feedback on the same information presented at the October 16 pop-
up event. A total of 6 people participated in the online survey, in which they were questioned on their level of 
support for the proposed infrastructure and non-infrastructure projects.  
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Public Comment Period Results 

The survey collected positive responses from participants who shared their support for many of the infrastructure 
countermeasures. Some respondents shared that although many of the walking and bicycling programs are great 
for encouragement, the city currently does not have a complete enough active transportation network to safely 
conduct encouragement activities (such as remote drop-off and walking school buses/bike trains). Regardless, 
survey participants expressed their support for the efforts to increase walking and biking access in the community 
through the proposed infrastructure countermeasures.  

67 percent of respondents indicated they fully support the proposed programs and policies, with roughly 33 
percent of respondents indicating they support the programs and policies with modifications. No survey 
participants indicated they do not support the programs and policies. School-produced walking and biking maps 
were the most supported program or policy, with the establishment of an SRTS safety committee and traffic data 
utilization ranking second and third, respectively.  

When asked about their support for infrastructure improvements surrounding Ontario Local Schools, 67 percent 
of responses indicated they support the projects with 33 percent indicating they support the projects with 
modifications. None of the survey participants indicated they do not support the infrastructure projects. The five 
highest priority infrastructure countermeasure recommendations identified by respondents include:  

1. Project A: Pedestrian signal installation, paint crosswalk (Shelby-Ontario Rd./Park Ave. W Intersection) 
2. Project G: Adjust motor vehicle signal timing at the Park Avenue West/Shelby-Ontario Road intersection  
3. Project F: Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon Installation at Dunlap Drive/Shelby-Ontario Road 
4. Project H: Shared Use Path along Dunlap Drive 
5. Project D: Pedestrian Signal Install and Painted Crosswalk at Rock Road/Park Avenue West 

Further survey response data is available in Appendix C: 
Public Engagement Materials  
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Section 4: Recommendations  
Key Barriers 
The project team identified six key barriers to walking and biking for students through community engagement, 
existing conditions analyses, field observations, and stakeholder guidance  

Barrier: Lack of infrastructure that encourages active transportation  
Currently, sidewalks are the only form of walking or biking infrastructure in place throughout the community and 
are limited to the school campus and some immediately surrounding areas. With improvements to community 
walking and biking connectivity, caregivers may be more likely to allow their students to walk or bike to school.  

Barrier: Unsafe intersections and crossings  
There are limited safe and comfortable crossings (both intersection and mid-block) within two miles of the schools. 
This lack of safety is a concern for both students themselves and caregivers that may prevent them from allowing 
students to walk or bike to school. With safer crossings and active transportation safety-focused intersection 
improvements, students may feel more empowered to walk or bike to school. 

Barrier: Student/Family unawareness of walking and biking benefits and capabilities 
Currently, there is a desire to walk and bike in and around the school campus. If the health and increased mobility 
benefits of walking and biking are emphasized, students may be more interested in utilizing active transportation 
when getting to and from school.  

Barrier: Increased motor vehicle traffic during arrival and dismissal   
During arrival and dismissal, significant vehicle queueing was observed, backing up onto Shelby-Ontario Road and 
Park Avenue West. The volume of vehicle traffic can make walking or biking feel uncomfortable and unsafe, which 
can limit options that people will consider for travel to school. Based on observations, peak volumes seen during 
arrival and dismissal drastically differ from off-peak hours. While this may be the height of vehicle travel, it is also 
the peak time students walk or bike around campus.  

Barrier: Lack of activities to encourage students to walk and bike  
There are currently no school sanctioned activities to promote students walking and biking to school. 
Encouragement activities, such as walk/bike to school days, walking school buses, and other reward-based 
activities, are excellent ways to raise awareness and encourage active transportation throughout the year.  

Barrier: Distance  
Many students live over two miles from the schools, increasing the challenge of walking and biking to school. By 
creating a more connected active transportation network with an emphasis on biking to give realistic options for 
traveling longer distances, or developing programs that split transportation modes, students may be more 
interested in active transportation alternatives.  
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Top Infrastructure Countermeasures 
The infrastructure countermeasures were prioritized based on targeted conversations with the project team 
about community needs, projects that would bring the greatest impact and connect the most students, safety 
concerns, and feasibility. The team also considered traditional criteria used for the infrastructure rankings, such 
as utilizing ODOT’s “E’s” as outlined in this plan, conversations with the public, and stakeholders.  

Priority Infrastructure Projects 
The following projects were rated by the project team as the top priority projects.  
 

1. Project H: Construct a Shared-Use Path (SUP) on Dunlap Drive from Shelby-Ontario Road to Cal Miller 
Lane.  

Rationale: This is a commonly used route for students and caregivers during school arrival and dismissal. 
Currently, there is no sidewalk connection from Marshall Park to the schools, or Shelby-Ontario Road, leaving 
pedestrians vulnerable to roadway traffic. Installing a sidewalk would provide a protective barrier, improving 
safety by separating pedestrians from moving vehicles. Additionally, Marshall Park serves as an emergency 
evacuation location for Stingel Elementary School, but no infrastructure is currently installed.  

 
2. Project K: Install a Sidewalk on Shelby-Ontario Road from Zimmerman Lane to West 4th Street. 
Rationale: In FY 2026, a sidewalk will be installed on Shelby-Ontario Road from Ontario High School to 
Zimmerman Lane. Project K would serve as an extension of this project, connecting to the larger active 
transportation system being developed in Ontario. This project would provide residents who live north of 
Zimmerman Lane with a protected barrier that separates pedestrians from motor vehicle traffic, while also 
providing an AT route from West 4th Street to the schools in the event of future investment.  

 
3. Project J: Install a sidewalk on Milligan Road from Shelby-Ontario Road to Rock Road.  
Rationale: Installing a sidewalk on Milligan Road would provide residents on Rock Road and Milligan with an 
off-road, or separated, pedestrian facility. Due to its proximity to the schools and Marshall Park, Milligan 
provides some of the greatest opportunities for connections to and extensions of the current AT network. 

 
4. Project G: Adjust the signal timing sequence at the intersection of Park Avenue West and Shelby-Ontario 

Road during school arrival and dismissal. 
Rationale: The intersection of Shelby-Ontario Road and Park Avenue West came up as a heightened safety 
concern in both the community feedback, and during discussions with the schools and City. By adjusting the 
signal timing at the intersection during peak travel times, congestion at the intersection and resultant 
roadways may diminish, resulting in a more comfortable active transportation experience.  

 

5. Project I: Construct a Shared Use Path (SUP) on Cal Miller Lane from Rock Road to Milligan Road. 
Rationale: Project I would serve as an extension of Project H by providing a Shared Use Path along Cal Miller 
Drive in Marshall Park. The facility would help serve and promote active transportation practices through the 
park to the Ontario Local Schools. Ideally, the pathway would connect to several school and community 
utilized facilities (such as playgrounds, tennis courts, basketball courts, etc.) in the eastern half of the park, 
opposite the schools.  

 
 
*Priority infrastructure project details are available in Table 10 and Figure 10. 
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Implementation 
Collaboration is the first step towards successful implementation of the Ontario School Travel Plan. Stakeholders 
involved in the planning process will be collectively involved in the development, design, funding, maintenance, 
monitoring, and/or evaluation of the SRTS recommendations. See the table below for a list of implementation 
responsibilities. 

Table 12: Infrastructure Countermeasure Implementation Responsibilities and Timelines 

Agency Role/responsibility Timeline for 
implementation 

City of Ontario 
Police Department 

Continue to ensure safe pedestrian and bicycle travel 
surrounding the Ontario Local Schools. 

Ongoing 

Ontario Local 
Schools 

Continue to monitor caregiver opinions on walking/biking to 
school, as well as student travel trends via ODOT Caregiver 
Surveys and Teacher Tallies. 

Annually 

Ontario Local 
Schools 

Continue to maintain existing pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure on school property. 

1-5 Years 

Ontario Local 
Schools 

Apply for funding for the Highest Priority Recommended 
Projects on school property through the Ohio Department of 
Transportation’s Safe Routes to School program. 

1-2 Years 

City of Ontario and 
the Ontario Local 
Schools 

Explore opportunities to share the cost of infrastructure 
improvements and/or construction mobilization costs with 
Ontario Local Schools for infrastructure improvements most 
proximate to the school campus. 

Annually 

City of Ontario and 
the Ontario Local 
Schools 

Reconvene the SRTS Team to review the school travel plan to 
document progress toward implementing recommended 
countermeasures and identify next steps. 

Twice a Year 

The City of Ontario 
Apply for funding for the highest priority recommended 
projects near target schools through the Ohio Department of 
Transportation’s Safe Routes to School program. 

1-2 Years 

The City of Ontario 

Utilize the US Department of Transportation’s DOT 
Discretionary Grants Dashboard to monitor new grant 
opportunities as they come online to fund remaining 
infrastructure improvements. 

Ongoing 
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Table 13: Additional Implementation Resources 

Program or Policy Resource 
ODOT SRTS Teacher 
Tally / Caregiver 
Survey 

https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/safe-routes-srts/develop-school-
travelplan/03-safe-routes-to-school-surveys 

ODOOT Safe Routes 
to School Funding 

https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/safe-routes-srts/safe-routes-to-
school-srts 

US DOT 
Discretionary Grants 
Dashboard 

https://www.transportation.gov/grants/dashboard 
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Pledge of Support 
[Community] and [School District] are joining together to improve safety and encourage more students to walk 
and bicycle to school. The vision for Safe Routes to School in our community is: 

Walking and biking in Ohio will be a safe, convenient,  
and accessible transportation option for everyone. 

 

The undersigned are fully supportive of [Community and/or District] Safe Routes to School Travel Plan and 
program, and pledge to support their efforts and provide resources as appropriate.  

 

Signature: Signature: 

Printed Name: Printed Name: 

[School] Principal [City/Village] Mayor 

  

Signature: Signature: 

Printed Name: Printed Name: 

[School District] Superintendent [City/Village] Council Member 

  

Signature: Signature: 

Printed Name: Printed Name: 

[City/County] Engineer [School] PTA Representative 
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Appendices 
• Appendix A: 

Safe Routes to School Project Team Contact Information 

• Appendix B: 
Student Address and Crash Maps 

• Appendix C: 
Public Engagement Materials  

• Appendix D: 
Field Observation Photos 

• Appendix E: 
Priority Project Cut Sheet and Cost Estimate 
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Appendix A: 
Safe Routes to School Project Team Contact 
Information 
  

 Appendix A: 

Safe Routes to School Project Team 
Contact Information 
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Appendix B: 
Student Address and Crash Maps 
  

Appendix B: 
Student Address and Crash Maps 
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Teacher Tallies:  May 6, 2025 – May 8, 2025 

Teacher Instructions:  
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Appendix C: 
Public Engagement Materials  
 

  

Appendix C: 
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