
Greater Cleveland Trails and Greenways Conference June 6th, 2012 



 Dan Meaney: Cuyahoga County Planning  
 Marc Von Allmen: Northeast Ohio Areawide 

Coordinating Agency 
 Steve Mather: Cleveland Metroparks 



 Current state of Northeast Ohio bikeway 
network 

 Regional bikeway inventory 
 Inventory & data as an evaluation tool 
 Inventory & data as an exploration tool 
 Questions and comments  





Trail
Concept

Existing Trails in 2012 

TRAIL NETWORK CONCEPT 



EXISTING BIKEWAYS 
 



Constructed since 2002 

Harvard Ave 

Kerruish Park 

Shaker Median 

Fulton Road 

Since 2010 

EXISTING BIKEWAYS 
186 Miles Total 

35 Miles Constructed Since 2002 
 











Proximity to Existing Trails 



Number 
Percent of 

County
Number 

Percent of 

County
Number 

Percent of 

County

Area (SqMi) 100                       25% 301                         75% 401                         100%

Total Population 337,648                 26% 942,474                   74% 1,280,122                100%

Population Per Square Mile 3,381                    3,130                      3,193                      

Households 147,264                 27% 397,792                   73% 545,056                   100%

Population Below Poverty Level 68,666                   34% 132,944                   66% 201,609                   100%

Percent Population Below Poverty 20% 14% 16%

Households w/o Vehicle 24,396                   44,864                    69,260                    

Percent Households w/o Vehicle 17% 11% 13%

Avg Household Income 56,175$                 64,233$                   62,056$                   

Population Under Age 18 72,271                   25% 217,991                   75% 290,262                   100%

Percent Population Under Age 18 21% 23% 23%

# Primary / Secondary Schools 165                       33% 336                         67% 501                         100%

# Students 68,065                   12% 519,447                   88% 587,512                   100%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau: Census 2010 and American Community Survey (2006-2009)

*Trails primarily include multi-purpose and separated on-road bike lanes.

Within Half Mile of Trail* Outside Half Mile of Trail* County Total

Population Characteristics by Proximity to Trails



Proximity to Existing Trails 



Population Density 



Access to Vehicles Access to Vehicles 



Below Poverty Level 



Proximity to Schools 

 Students Whose School is … 
Within ½ Mile =  68,065 (12%) 

Outside ½ Mile =  519,447 (88%) 



http://planning.co.cuyahoga.oh.us/gis/ 

http://planning.co.cuyahoga.oh.us/gis/
http://planning.co.cuyahoga.oh.us/gis/








 Bikeway: A generic term for any road, street, 
path or way which in some manner is 
specifically designated for bicycle travel, 
regardless of whether such facilities are 
designated for the exclusive use of bicycles or 
are to be shared with other transportation 
modes. 



Ohio Department of 
Transportation 

(ODOT) Bikeway 
Inventory 

Northeast Ohio 
Areawide 

Coordinating Agencies 
(NOACA) 

Cuyahoga County 
Planning (CPC) 

Cleveland Metroparks 
(CMP), Cuyahoga 

Valley National Park 
(CVNP) 

City of Cleveland, 
Others 

Other Ohio 
Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPO) 

Locals 



 Twenty-six documented fields for each bikeway 
 Multi-use paths will be assigned a unique network linear feature 

identifier (NLFID) 
 All other bikeways will be linked to corresponding road NLFID 
 Status of Facilities 

 Existing 
 Committed 
 Planned 

 Type of Facilities 
 Multi-use path 
 Bike Lane 
 Shared Roadway 
 Wide Shoulder 
 Wide Curb Lane 
 Designated Route 
 



 One time dump of CPC and CMP into NOACA 
database 

 Existing bikeways 100% reconciled 
 Committed and planned in the process 
 NOACA will maintain the database 

 Submission to ODOT for statewide inventory 

 Annual updates from CPC and CMP 

 As needed updates from others  





 Evaluation by comparison 

 Comparing Northeast Ohio to peer regions  

 Evaluation by progress 

 Measuring 2002 Northeast Ohio against 2012 
Northeast Ohio 

 



 Biannual report 
 Rankings for various 

topics for 50 states and 
51 cities 

Swanson, K. (2012). Bicycling and walking in the United States; 2012 benchmarking 
report Washington, D.C.: The Library of Congress.  



 Chicago: 31-23 
 

 Cleveland: 28-25 
 

 Detroit: 25-29 
 

 Kansas City: 23-30 
 

 Minneapolis: 21-33 
Swanson, K. (2012). Bicycling and Walking in the United States; 2012 Benchmarking 
Report Washington, D.C.: The Library of Congress.  



 Chicago: 406.0 
 

 Kansas City: 302.4 
 

 Minneapolis: 168.0 
 

 Cleveland: 62.6 
 

 Detroit: 38.8 

Swanson, K. (2012). Bicycling and Walking in the United States; 2012 Benchmarking 
Report Washington, D.C.: The Library of Congress.  



 Minneapolis: 1.4% (6.4%, 10.5%) 
 

 Chicago: 1.1% (5.8%, 6.9%) 
 

 Cleveland: 0.5% (4.4%, 4.9%) 
 

 Detroit: 0.4% (3.3%, 3.7%) 
 

 Kansas City: 0.3% (2.1%, 2.4%) 

Swanson, K. (2012). Bicycling and Walking in the United States; 2012 Benchmarking 
Report Washington, D.C.: The Library of Congress.  



 Minneapolis: 1.0 (1.6, 2.6)  
 

 Chicago: 1.5 (2.8, 4.3) 
 

 Detroit: 4.8 (9.8, 14.6) 
 

 Kansas City: 5.5 (10.6, 16.1) 
 

 Cleveland: 5.7 (2.3, 8.0) 

Swanson, K. (2012). Bicycling and Walking in the United States; 2012 Benchmarking 
Report Washington, D.C.: The Library of Congress.  



 League of American 
Bicyclists: Bicycle 
Friendly Communities 

 Designations based on a 
wide variety of factors 

 207 Designations 
 Minneapolis: Gold 

 Chicago: Silver 

 Kansas City: Bronze 

 Detroit: Honorable 
Mention 

 Cleveland: No Designation 

Spring 2012 New and Renewal Awards. (2012). Retrieved from 
http://www.bikeleague.org/programs/bicyclefriendlyamerica/communities/pdfs/spring_2012_new_renew_BFC.pdf  



 Self evaluation within current planning 
efforts 

 Creation of an annual “Report Card” 

 San Francisco, CA 

 Seattle, WA 

 Cincinnati, OH 

 Importance of regularity, frequency, and 
consistency 

 



Cascade Bicycle Club, (2009). Report card on bicycling: Seattle 2009 



Trail
Concept

Existing Trails in 2010 

 Cuyahoga County Greenprint 

Cuyahoga County Planning Commission, (2002). Cuyahoga County Greenspace Plan 



San Francisco Bicycling Coalition, (2008). Report Card on Bicycling: San Francisco 2008 



 NOACA Bike Count Program 
 Conducted in September 2011 and May 2012 at over 30 locations in five 

counties 



City of Cincinnati, Bicycle Transportation Program. (2011). Report card on bicycling: 
Cincinnati 2011 



 Which of the choices below would have the biggest impact in 
encouraging you to bike more often?  
 Rank each choice: 1 = no impact, 2 = minor impact, 3 = medium impact, 4 = 

major impact. 



 Potential indicators 
 Percentage of population/jobs/destinations within 

½ mile of a bikeway 

 Percentage of population commuting to work by 
bike 

 Number of accidents and/or deaths 

 Miles of bikeways 

 Bike count volumes 

 User feedback 
 Ownership of responsibility 
 





OpenCycleMap 



 Provide access to our trail inventory to our users 
 

 Encourage recreational trail use to foster healthy lifestyles in 
the greater Cleveland community.  
 

 Do it in a way that applies to utilitarian and recreational use 





8.75 miles 

6.35 miles 



Here is an example:  

 

I want to take a walk of about 1 hour. 



I want to see lots of plants , 
wildlife and water .  



I know I want to go to 
Hinckley Reservation because 
it is close to my house.  



Here is a great route, a 
loop trail, with lots of hills 
that crosses streams and 
goes deep into woodland 
areas.  



I can even check how the elevation will change as 
I proceed on my walk.  



 Points of interest 
 

 Seasonal Points of Interest 
 

 Nearby Events 



 Will provide context for trail design “what if” 
scenarios 
 

 Open Source, and thus shareable over across 
organizations with no licensing restrictions 
 

 Applicable to larger regional trail network 

 



Conclusions: 
 
  We're in the Big League Now. 

 
 Trail Network is a Quality of Life Indicator for successful regions 

 
 Beyond Recreation - Add real alternative transportation and real 

health/fitness. 
 
 Score Cards Matter!  Let us measure ourselves the way the nation will 

measure us 
 

  Inventory + Data + Maps  provide professional level tools for 
 Decision Making 
 Prioritization 
 Planning 
 Engagement 


