
STREETS COMMITTEE MINUTES 
OCTOBER 6, 2015 

 
The Streets Committee meeting was held on October 6, 2015 at North Royalton City Hall, 14600 State Road. 
The meeting was called to order at 6:31 p.m. 
 
PRESENT: Committee Members: Chair Paul Marnecheck, Vice Chair Larry Antoskiewicz, John Nickell; 
Council:  Dan Kasaris, Dan Langshaw, Steve Muller, Gary Petrusky; Administration: Service Dept. Foreman 
John Fielding, City Engineer Mark Schmitzer, Other: Louis Krzepina, Don Keehn. 
 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
1. Issue 1 Funding 

Mr. Schmitzer said that applications were submitted on September 18, 2015 to DOPWIC for Tilby Road 
and Edgerton Road between Bennett and Ridge, and it is anticipated that the preliminary rankings will be 
out sometime around November 6, 2015. He said that we were aggressive in what we submitted and did a 
combination grant/loan along with our own matching funds. He felt this made us more competitive than 
we have been in the past. Mr. Kasaris said that we have tried many times and failed to get money for south 
of Rt. 82 and said that he is not hopeful that will change, but asked what our chances are of getting money 
for Tilby. Mr. Schmitzer said that we have received money for work South of Rt. 82 in the past; $2.8 
million for Bennett Road. Regarding Tilby, Mr. Schmitzer said it is hard to gauge. Every year it depends 
on the needs that other communities have. He said that there is more money available this year than there 
has been in the history of the program. He felt that the chances of our projects being awarded funding are 
higher than before. Mr. Kasaris asked if the chances are better if we ask for loan money vs. grant money. 
Mr. Schmitzer said yes, and if it comes down to a scoring issue, DOPWIC contacts the municipality and 
asks them if they would be willing to increase their loan amount. Mr. Nickell asked where the Issue 1 
funding comes from. Mr. Schmitzer said it comes from the state fuel tax.  

 
2. North Royalton Alternative Transportation Study 

Reference was made to questions about the study that were sent to Mr. Jordan by email.  A copy of those 
questions and Mr. Jordan’s response are attached to these minutes. Mr. Kasaris asked what the next step is 
now that the study is complete. Mr. Jordan said that some policy decisions need to be made. He said that 
some of the suggested funding sources for the project are NOACCA funded projects. He said that he could 
meet with them to see which of the 17 recommended priority projects they feel would most likely be 
funded. He said there are congestion mitigation funds and safety funds. He said that some of these 
recommended projects might fall under these grant programs. Mr. Kasaris asked which of the 17 projects 
would qualify for a NOACCA grant. Mr. Jordan said that he would have to look through them in more 
detail. When he spoke with NOACCA staff he found that the intersections of Royalwood Road at both 
State Road and Ridge Road had a higher number of accidents at these locations, so sidewalks in these 
areas may eligible for safety funds. Mr. Antoskiewicz asked if NOACCA gives grants exclusively for 
sidewalks or does it have to be tied into a street project. Mr. Jordan said that this study was funded under 
the Transportation for a Living Community Initiative (TLCI). He said that TLCI has been in existence for 
10 years and this is the first year that implementation grants have been available. He said they are for very 
small amounts like $50,000 and were typically for things such as bike racks, way finding signs for bikes, 
advertising of bike routes on the internet, etc. He said that to his knowledge he is unaware of any grants 
specifically available for sidewalks. He said the other thing that the plan mentions is if we are doing a 
street improvement project in one of the recommended areas, we should try to include the sidewalk 
improvements into the project in order to reduce the cost of constructing the sidewalk.  
 
Mr. Langshaw provided a copy of legislation from Broadview Hts. that requires sidewalks or bike paths to 
be installed whenever a roadway was approved in certain areas of the city based on a map that was 
prepared. He felt that something similar to this could help us in prioritizing our sidewalk needs in key 
areas such as the Town Center and access to parks. Mr. Jordan said that there is a city ordinance requiring 
any new commercial or industrial development to install sidewalks as a part of the project. Mr. Jordan said 
that when the Town Center was originally conceived in 2004 it was thought that there would be one 
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developer who would do the entire project and would install sidewalks as a part of the project. He said that 
this is no longer the concept and it is being done in pieces over a period of time.  
 
Mr. Nickell agreed that it does not always have to be a sidewalk; it can be a bike path or pedestrian 
walkway next to the road. He said that we don’t need to do the outlying areas, but we should target some 
areas such as connecting to our Metroparks system. Mr. Jordan said that there is a gap in the Metroparks 
Emerald Necklace between Rt. 21 and Ridge Road. He said a study was done and the first phase from Rt. 
21 to Broadview Road has been fully funded and the I-77 portion is already completed. The phase that 
includes Broadview Road to Ridge Road is about 80% funded and the Metroparks is looking for the 
additional 20% through a state grant. He said that they did not receive the money in the last funding cycle 
but they fully anticipate that they will be awarded funding in the next cycle. The City of North Royalton 
has pledged a small amount of about $50,000 but it will help with the point system. He said that we will 
know this spring if they have received the money. Mr. Jordan said that the Master Plan and the Alternative 
Transportation Plan both indicated that we should prioritize completing the sidewalks gaps in the Town 
Center area. Mr. Petrusky said that there are areas in the city that are unsafe for pedestrians and cited the 
area on the corner of Royalton Road and State Road. He said that it is dangerous and we as a city need to 
do something to protect our residents. 
 
Mr. Marnecheck ask if we know how many parcels are in each section of the recommended areas in the 
study. Mr. Jordan said the important part of the study is that it gives you a general idea of the cost per 
linear foot, and asked if Mr. Marnecheck was trying to arrive at a cost for a particular area. Mr. 
Marnecheck said yes. Mr. Antoskiewicz said that the cost will depend on which area we are talking about. 
He said he went out and viewed all 17 recommended areas to get a better idea of what would be involved. 
He said to him the number one priority that he doesn’t hear anyone addressing is how are we going to fund 
these sidewalks; is it going to be a residential assessment as it has always been in the past. He said that the 
majority of the recommendations pertain to the Town Center District and according to the survey this is 
based on the fact that there is a destination to get to. He said right now our Town Center really doesn’t 
have this type of destination. He said that if we put in sidewalks, he feels that we are putting in sidewalks 
to nowhere at this point. If we get a Town Center then the sidewalks would be the responsibility of the 
developer similar to what Gross Builders will be doing at Rt. 82 and York Road. He said that the city 
needs to be more cognizant of this when a developer comes before the Planning Commission and let the 
developer know what we need them to do. He felt that this is how we will start developing the sidewalks 
and bike trails throughout the city and then we can see where some of the gaps are as we move forward. 
He said that the only way to fund most of these sidewalks right now is through a resident assessment. He 
said unless we take money out of street repair or storm water, both of which still have a lot of work to be 
done, he doesn’t know where else we would come up with a funding source for these projects. Mr. 
Petrusky said he thought that we could not use public dollars for private use. Mr. Antoskiewicz said that it 
has been brought up in the past by this Council to do certain projects and to add sidewalks to the project. 
He said it was also suggested that city funds be used to install sidewalks from City Hall to Rt. 82. Mr. 
Nickell said that it was suggested to use Recreation Funds. Mr. Jordan said that General Fund money can 
be used for public sidewalks. Mr. Petrusky said that every sidewalk would be a public sidewalk. Mr. 
Jordan said that the sidewalk in front of your home is in the public right of way and it is permissible to use 
General Fund money for this purpose. Mr. Schmitzer said generally speaking sidewalks are in the public 
right of way and public funds can be used for this with an assessment being placed on the private property 
owners to pay their portions. Mr. Antoskiewicz said that from what he saw while riding around is that in 
most developments, such as Royal Valley, the residents walk through the development but he does not 
believe that they will be walking on the main roads if sidewalks were available unless there is a destination 
to walk to. Mr. Kasaris said that there are destinations such as the YMCA, the Library and Heasley Field. 
These are the areas he has been advocating for sidewalks. He said that if Gross Builders is going to install 
sidewalks at Rt. 82 and York, it just makes sense that we do the rest and take it down to the York Road 
Fields and maybe even the parkway. Mr. Antoskiewicz asked if he is advocating that the city pay for this. 
Mr. Kasaris said no, we would assess the property owners. He said another destination is the new City Hall 
and we need to provide residents with the means to be able to walk here. Mr. Petrusky said that there are 
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residents in Royal Valley who have asked for sidewalks from Royal Valley to Ridgeline, or from Royal 
Valley to Bunker so that they can make bigger loops when they are walking. Mr. Kasaris said that if there 
was a sidewalk on Boston Road between Lytle and Queensbridge, residents in his subdivision would use 
it. Mr. Antoskiewicz said that if there are areas in each ward that the Councilman feels should warrant a 
sidewalk, then they need to go out there and start communicating with the residents that will be affected 
and let’s see where that takes us and what they have to say about it. Mr. Nickell said that he has spoken 
with a most of the residents between City Hall and Rt. 82 and the only concern was where to put the 
sidewalk with the ditch that is there and he asked if we should start with this section. Mr. Marnecheck said 
that the issue is still how do we pay for it. Are we going to access the property owners. Mr. Nickell said 
yes.  
 
Mr. Muller said that more locations were added based on public input provided at the final public meeting 
and asked if there was any data to support these recommendations. He said they are items K through P on 
Page 10 of the study. He said that when the study was being done initially, he thought that a lot of data 
was being looked at and when we got to that final meeting, he thought it was more of a presentation to the 
public. He said that when the study was being done, he looked at it as they were utilizing a lot of data that 
the average person might not have their hands on and he said it is somewhat concerning to him that one 
comment at one meeting was able to change the study and, using Item M as an example, added a $370,000 
or $740,000 project. He said when they did the whole study, he thought there was a lot of data being used 
to determine the locations where sidewalks were warranted based on this data, but then when we get the 
study back there are almost twice as many data points for sidewalk placement. He asked where did the 
data come from to all of a sudden add on these projects. Mr. Nickell said a lot of the data came from the 
residents at the meeting. Mr. Nickell said he specifically brought up York Road from Rt. 82 to the 
Industrial Park. He said other residents brought up York Road to Timber Ridge. He said Mr. Kasaris 
brought up the York Road fields. Mr. Nickell said that there is nothing nefarious about adding these 
locations. He said Mr. Muller is implying that there was some secret data that was mysteriously added. Mr. 
Nickell said that it is common sense. He drives York Road every day and watches people get off the bus 
and there is no sidewalk on York Road for them to walk on. He said the same problem exists on State 
Road to Rt. 82. Mr. Nickell said everyone doesn’t have a car and they have to walk. Mr. Muller said that 
he is not implying this at all or saying that there was anything nefarious going on. His comment was that 
he was surprised that after we had the final public meeting where there were a couple of comments here 
and there that all of these projects were simply added to the study and he was asking if there was any data 
behind the scenes that we had not looked at. He said that it is odd that the study was virtually done with 
data points A through I and now we have A through P. Mr. Jordan said that he too asked this question of 
those who did the study and the reply was it was based on the public input in part. He said that the report 
does not rank these projects based on priority, that is why they used letters instead of numbers. They are 
indicating that there are some data points that would drive a recommendation to add those to the study. 
Mr. Jordan said that there are two overriding things about the study. First, what he found most important 
was that most of the residents of the city wanted sidewalks for recreation, leisure, exercise. Second, they 
wanted sidewalks added to the Town Center area as it is developed. Mr. Jordan said that sidewalks for 
recreation, leisure, etc. would be contained mostly within the first 10 recommendations in the study. The 
added recommendations deal more with work related issues such as access to the industrial park. He said 
that Item O on the list of recommendations was left out of the first draft in error and was added when the 
error was discovered. It should have been in the top 10 recommendations, not the bottom 7. Mr. Jordan 
said he could go back to NOACA and see if they have any supporting data for these added 
recommendations. Mr. Muller said that he was just curious as to how much actual input was needed in 
order to be included as a recommendation. He said that the cost of the projects are rather sizable. He said 
that he attended all the meetings and thought that when the final plan was presented that they were simply 
looking for input on what was presented. He found it odd that after the whole study was essentially 
completed that all of a sudden we have this long string of additional, rather costly, projects. He said that he 
remembers certain residents requesting these certain areas and questioned if one or two requests was 
enough to be included as a data point. Mr. Nickell asked what the right number would be? Mr. Nickell said 
that he was at the meetings as well and the survey was presented and the residents who were there voiced 
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their opinions. He said that Mr. Muller brought a lot of people who were against sidewalks because he 
doesn’t want to have any sidewalks or spend any city money. He said he remembers the discussion about 
Item A and said it made sense to bring it down one side if money was no issue because on Sprague Road 
there are sidewalks that go all the way down that connect York to Timber Ridge. He said Item K was a 
compromise. Why bring it all the way down to the park, why don’t we bring it down to Bennett Road, 
across Akins and then connect to the ball fields. Mr. Nickell said that he didn’t think that those preparing 
the study would include suggested projects unless they felt they were warranted and not just because one 
person asked. He said that these are only suggestions; no one said we are spending this money tonight. He 
said you can’t know how much something will cost unless you get an estimate and then Council can 
determine the necessity and priorities. He said no one here wants to overburden the tax payers with 
sidewalks to nowhere but we are a growing city and the need for sidewalks grows with it.  
 
Mr. Langshaw asked Mr. Jordan if sidewalks would make a difference when attracting new business to the 
city, particularly the Town Center District. Mr. Jordan said that most studies will tell you that sidewalks 
make a community more livable and would in general boost retails sales. He said most development trends 
currently incorporate sidewalks into the plans. He said we have legislation that requires all new 
developments to incorporate sidewalks in their plans as well. He said the question now is what do we do 
about those parts of the Town Center area or the heavily residential areas that don’t have sidewalks. He 
said that there are many communities in a similar situation here and nationally. The city needs to make a 
policy decision if they want to use General Fund money annually at this stage in the city’s development or 
do we wait for development to occur and incorporate sidewalks in at that time. If the city does not want to 
wait and wants to do assessments on certain projects, we have that option as well. He said that he would 
agree that in general sidewalks relative to development make a community more livable. He wouldn’t say 
that it is an economic development tool that would drive more business to the city. It’s more about 
livability. Mr. Langshaw said that he feels that there may be an consensus on Council to do an assessment 
to at least connect City Hall and Memorial Park to Rt. 82. He said that would connect to a major 
investment that the taxpayers have paid for. He said it makes sense to him. Mr. Langshaw asked if this is 
something small that Council would like to start with. Mr. Kasaris asked if we are going to go down to 
Akins Road. Mr. Langshaw said that he is just proposing from the corner of Rt. 82 and State Road south to 
City Hall. Mr. Kasaris said that there are 7 houses between City Hall and Akins Road. Why not just take it 
down to Akins. Mr. Antoskiewicz asked what the purpose would be to take it to Akins. Mr. Kasaris said 
that this would provide more foot traffic for people who live in these house to get here. He said he feels 
that it is illogical to stop at the City Hall and we should take the sidewalks down to the next street, which 
is Akins Road. He said we did the same thing on Bennett Road by not continuing the path down to the 
Metroparks. Mr. Nickell said that 50-100 cross country runners from the schools run down State Road. 
Mr. Manecheck said he is leery of assessing residents for the cross country team’s practice. Mr. 
Antoskiewicz said that it is up to the coach to make sure the team practices in a safe environment; they 
don’t have to run on State Road. Mr. Langshaw said that it will eventually make sense to connect to the 
Metroparks once the All Purpose Trail is built, but until then we have to start somewhere and make a 
decision. Mr. Nickell suggested adding asphalt to the side of the road to enlarge the lane. 
 
Don Keehn, 5611 Goodman Drive, addressed the committee. He felt that if there were sidewalks available 
more people would walk for exercise. He said that we need to get more amenities in the community in 
order to attract the kind of quality residents we would like to have. He said that we might want to consider 
a tax levy to find out if the residents are interested in having sidewalks installed. This would let us know 
what the residents think one way or the other. He also suggested finding out how other communities, such 
as Parma, handled this situation. 
 
Mr. Antoskiewicz said that if the interest is to do this stretch of State Road, he suggested that we contact 
the homeowners, invite them to the next Streets Committee meeting to let them know that this is an area of 
interest for sidewalk installation, get their input and then we can move on from there. Mr. Kasaris said that 
he would put together a letter to the residents on the west side of State Road from Rt. 82 to Akins Road 
and send it to the Council Office for distribution. 
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3. Service Department Report 

Mr. Petrusky said that in front of the YMCA we finally got the turn lane in and on the other side of the 
turning lane we put in 4 reflectors. He said one of the reflectors was removed and he asked who did it and 
why. A resident in the audience stated that he complained about it because it was impossible to make a 90 
degree turn right onto State Road without going into the south bound lane. Mr. Petrusky said that he begs 
to differ because he has a 20 foot pick up truck and had no trouble making that turn and he thinks it should 
be put back. Mr. Marnecheck said that he received a number of complaints so he asked the Service 
Department and the Police Department to remove it. Mr. Petrusky said that he received no complaints 
from anyone in his ward. Mr. Fielding said there was another issue with a gentleman in a wheelchair that 
as he was going down State Road he could not maneuver in between them so he had to go out into the road 
to go around them. Mr. Petrusky said that this is a much better reason for the removal. Mr. Fielding said 
that there was a conversation with the Traffic Control Officer and given all the factors it was decided to 
remove one of the reflectors.  
 

4. Outstanding punch list items 
 Mr. Schmitzer said that he met with the contractor for Julia Drive, et.al. today and their crews will be out 

tomorrow to perform crack sealing on all the roads, and the concrete overlay program at the Pinebrook 
area as well. He said there is one small repair that needs to be done up the hill on the “s” curve on Julia 
that is alligator cracking. He said that this is a base failure and will be corrected at no cost to the city. He 
said that they will also be looking at the issue of ponding water in the intersections of Julia and Hi-View 
where it meets Ridge Road. Mr. Schmitzer said that this ponding occurred even prior to doing these road 
projects, but the project work stopped at the gutter line on Ridge Road and it was never intended to do 
anymore. The contractor is going to look at this and see what he can do to rework the pavement to help 
take care of some of this. He said that this work will be done over the next two weeks. He said that next 
week the contractor plans to have the curb crew come out, cut out the curbs that are bad and replace them. 
After all the curb work is done, all the streets will have everything backfilled behind the curbs again and 
have grass seed and straw placed in there.  

 
At this point, the Streets Committee meeting was recessed so that the City Council meeting could be held. 
The Streets Committee meeting will be reconvened following the completion of the City Council meeting. 
 
Moved by Mr. Nickell, seconded by Mr. Antoskiewicz to recess the Streets Committee meeting. Yeas: 
3. Nays: 0. Motion carried. Meeting recessed at 7:30.  
 
Moved by Mr. Marnecheck, seconded by Mr. Nickell to reconvene the Streets Committee meeting. 
Yeas: 3. Nays: 0. Motion carried. Meeting reconvened at 7:59 p.m. 
 
Mr. Schmitzer said that we should be done with the punch list items before the next meeting and there is 
still another year remaining on the guarantee for this road program.  
 
Mr. Petrusky asked what was being done currently on Sprague Road. Mr. Schmitzer said that the road was 
cracking so we had them saw cut it out. This is being done at no cost to us. 

 
5. Bennett Road 

Mr. Schmitzer said that this project is nearing completion. The anticipated completion date is November 1, 
2015. He said they are finishing cutting out the aprons this week and are finishing the ADA curb ramps 
that were part of the project. Next week they will begin the apron replacement work. He said the contractor 
will work with the residents and are going to replace every other apron so that the neighbors can park at 
their neighbors house and vice versa. He said the week of October 26th they will start putting on the final 
surface course and then do the fine grading work. Mr. Kasaris said that Mr. Schmitzer has done a great job 
with this but unfortunately we don’t control the project, the county does. He said one thing he noticed with 
this contractor is that the communication is pathetic. He read an email into the record from a resident 
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regarding Bennett Road, a copy of which is attached to these minutes. Mr. Kasaris asked if there is a way 
that we can get the contractor to communicate better with the city and the residents. Mr. Kasaris said that 
when he pulls onto Lytle Road there is a sign that says “one way north”, but he knows that he can turn left. 
Mr. Schmitzer said legally, you cannot. He said that people can’t just do what they want to do. This is a 
construction zone owned and operated by the contractor. Mr. Kasaris asked who the contractor is. Mr. 
Schmitzer said it is Chagrin Valley Paving. Mr. Kasaris said that if Chagrin Valley Paving ever bids on a 
city job, he doesn’t care how low they are, he is voting no. What he has seen from this contractor from a 
communication standpoint is pathetic and he is speaking on behalf of the residents who live in Greenbriar 
and the residents who live on the Ward 6 side of Bennett Road. Mr. Kasaris again said that our 
Engineering Department has done a great job on this project; he is unpleased only with the contractor. Mr. 
Schmitzer said that we only have a few more weeks of construction and all traffic is north bound from 
W. 130th to Edgerton. This is how it has been since the second week into the project. He agrees that the 
signage is very confusing and he has spoken with the contractor about this. He agrees with Mr. Kasaris 
that this should have had better planning and notification to the residents and city.  
 

6. 2015 Infrastructure Program 
Mr. Schmitzer said that this program is moving along. He said the biggest holdup has been Abbey Road. 
Nothing has been done there because of items that were discovered in the field that we did not anticipate 
and this led to having to change our design. He said that we knew we would run into slag under the road, 
but we did not anticipate it at the depth that we encountered. This caused us to change our design 
methodology. We had originally anticipated to mill off 3 inches of asphalt and then full depth recycle and 
stabilize up to 12 inches for the rest of the road to reprofile it, get us to a good base and then build off of 
that. He said that Geotech and the subcontractor said that if you start mixing the slag in it will react with 
the cement and actually cause the road to swell up. Mr. Marnecheck asked what is slag? Mr. Schmitzer 
said that it is the leftovers from the steel industry from blast furnaces. Most cities don’t use it anymore but 
it was readily available and inexpensive and was used as a road base. He said that we don’t do this 
anymore. Mr. Langshaw asked if this was only on certain areas of the road. Mr. Schmitzer said no, it is 
underneath the entire road, and there are a lot of other roads in our city that have this as well. Akins Road 
is an example. He said that it is a good, solid material but when you try to rehab it with newer methods it 
doesn’t work very well. He said that they went through this with the consultant and the contractor and 
came up with a new design that works and that is within our budget with the same, or better, results. This 
is planned to begin Monday and to make up time, the contractor would like to do Abbey Road full width at 
one time. We have asked them to submit a complete maintenance of traffic plan. Mr. Schmitzer said that it 
is anticipated to take 2-3 days maximum and said that traffic will be maintained in some manner. He said 
that the contractor will personally deliver a letter to each resident involved notifying them of the detour 
routes, etc. Mr. Marnecheck asked if this was the same contractor as Bennett Road. Mr. Schmitzer said no, 
it is Karvo Paving Co. Mr. Marnecheck asked if the contractor still has until November 25th to complete 
the work. Mr. Schmitzer said yes. Mr. Marnecheck asked what is next after Abbey Road. Mr. Schmitzer 
said that they only need a certain amount of people at one time to use the machine on Abbey Road, so they 
will have another crew at the same time finishing out saw cutting the full depth repairs that need to be 
done at Hawley and Goodman. Once this is done, they will pull out the repair areas and place the 301 
asphalt in per specifications to fill in the hole. They will also be working on cutting out the bad curbs on 
both of these roads, as well as on Akins Road. All three of these roads still need catch basin adjustments 
and monument box adjustments so that they can prepare to pave all of the streets. Mr. Nickell said that he 
has been getting phone calls from residents on Hawley and Goodman stating that the contractor came in, 
did some work, and then disappeared several times. He said that they haven’t been there in 6 days and he 
asked Mr. Schmitzer for an explanation. Mr. Schmitzer said that he received notice from the contractor on 
9/21/15 stating that they felt that they were being forced to work out of specification and that they were 
going on force account. This basically means they are saying that they are being asked to do work that 
they don’t believe is part of the contract. They will do the work but they will track it separately as force 
account time and material. Mr. Schmitzer said that he met with the Law Department and drafted a letter to 
the contractor on 9/24/15 saying that they can track all the time they want, they are not being asked to 
work out of specification and they are to perform the work as instructed in the documents. He said that he 
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clarified exactly where in the documents it says to do the work they are supposed to do and they are to do 
it expeditiously. He said that he has not received a formal response back from the contractor but he has 
spoken with them and they said that they agree. They said there was confusion in the specification and 
they are getting the proper tools assembled. He said that he expressed his displeasure with the contractor 
for treating us basically as a side job. He said however that we are still within the contract limits so he is 
not yet concerned. He said he will be concerned next week if he doesn’t see anything happening. He said 
that he will stay on this and make sure everything gets done. 
 

7. Lytle Road berm 
Remove from agenda. 

 
MISCELLANEOUS 
Moved by Mr. Nickell, seconded by Mr. Marnecheck to adjourn the October 6, 2015 meeting. Yeas: 3. 
Nays: 0. Motion carried.  
 
Meeting adjourned at 8:27 p.m.  
 
 



Street Department Monthly Report – September 2015 
 
9/1/15-TUES. 
Concrete-rip out bad concrete at the end of Gabriella dr. set up for Wednesday pour. 
Crack Seal-Akins rd. finish out to the line. Start the other side heading west from the Broadview line. 
Signs-put up new delineators on State rd. just past the Y.M.C.A. exit. Put the rest of the flags up for Memorial Day 
weekend. 
Rec. Dept.-sent one guy down to help out. 
 
9/2/15-WEDS. 
Concrete-pour one side of Gabriella dr. 
Crack Seal- finish Akins rd. went back to Boston rd. 
Catch Basin-9353 Ridge rd. [the basin collapsed in front of Babbitt funeral home, emergency fix needed].    
 
9/3/15-THUR. 
Concrete-pour the intersection of River Oaks and Gabriella dr. 
Catch Basin-finish rebuilding catch basin and set up to pour concrete. 
Rec. Dept.-sent one guy down to help out. 
Signs-fix delineators on State rd. [per N.R.P.D.]. 
 
9/4/15-FRI. 
Concrete- poured apron and catch basin at Babbitt Funeral Home. Also poured the last spot on River Oaks. 
Asphalt-Ridge rd. Babbitt Funeral Home then went to Gabriella rd. asphalted up to new concrete. 
Rec. Dept.-sent one guy down to help out. 
Signs-fix traffic lights per N.R.P.D. 
 
9/8/15-TUES. 
Culvert Pipe- 7239 Cady rd. remove bad pipe, install new pipe backfill and put down asphalt apron. 
Concrete- rip out last section of Gabriella and set up for Weds. Pour. 
 
9/9/15-WEDS. 
Landscape- 7239 Cady rd. add dirt, seed, and straw around new pipe and apron. 
Concrete- pour last section of Gabriella dr. we will need to do an 8 foot section of asphalt to meet the new concrete. Go 
over to 13890 Stoney Creek, saw cut and rip out the road and catch basin for repairs. 
Catch Basins -Chesapeake dr. and Potomac dr. two catch basins need ripped out and rebuild, we completed one basin [a 
total rebuild] and started the second one 
Signs-pull flags down from city center. [Holiday weekend is over]. 
 
9/10/15-THUR. 
Concrete- rip out the corner of Eagle Chase & Royalwood sidewalk and pour new concrete. Sent the crew back over to 
13890 Stoney Creek dr. to finish saw cutting and ripping out for a Friday pour. 
Catch Basins- finish second basin on Potomac dr.sent crew over to 13890 Stoney Creek to repair catch basin. 
 
9/11/15-FRI. 
Concrete-pour Stoney Creek, Chesapeake.  
Asphalt-installed asphalt strip on Maple Ln. and finished Gabriella Dr where the asphalt meets the concrete. 
Saw Cutting-did the other side of Stoney Creek and Sir John. 
9/14/15-MON. 
Concrete-sidewalks on Catherine Ct. 
Asphalt-Cady Rd berms. 
Mowing-South side of city mowing berms. 
 
 



9/15/15-TUES. 
Concrete-Pour Sir John. 
Asphalt-rip out and installed asphalt strip by Cemetery on Royalton Rd. 
Mowing-start retention basins in South side of the City. 
 
9/16/15-WEDS. 
Concrete-repair the catch basin on the other side of Stoney Creek and pour new concrete. Sent crew over to Jamestown 
to start catch basins. 
Catch Basins-start ripping out on Jamestown. 
Landscaping-all previous concrete pours. 
Rec. Dept.-sent 1 guy down to help out. 
 
9/17/15-THUR 
Concrete-pour one side of the driveway leading to the recycle yard. 
Catch Basins-start Jamestown basins [complete rebuilds bad shape]. 
Crack Seal-seal all new concrete [hillside, beechwood, river oaks, Gabriella, Chesapeake]. 
Rec. Dept.-sent one guy down to help out. 
Mowing-retention basins start mowing in the northeast corner of the city. 
 
9/18/15-FRI. 
Concrete-start work on the other driveway just west of recycle yard driveway. 
Crack Seal-return to Boston rd. [had to pull the crew off of Boston to clean up a major oil spill on RT.82 from W130 to 
York rd. worked on RT82 the rest of the day]. 
Rec. Dept.-sent one guy down to help out. 
 
9/21/15-MON. 
Concrete-pour 30 yards by the gas pumps and barn. Rip out other side of recycle driveway. 
Joint Repair-Sir Robert start cleaning joints so we can put in new asphalt. 
Catch Basins-Jamestown, continue repairing basins. 
Rec. Dept.-sent one guy down to help out. 
 
9/22/15-TUES. 
Concrete-pour the other side of recycle yard driveway. Move over to the other driveway to the west and continue to rip 
out. 
Joint Repair-Sir Robert fill joints with new asphalt. 
Rec. Dept.-sent one guy down help out.  
 
9/23/15-WEDS. 
Crack Seal-Boston rd. 
Concrete-pour 50 yards of new driveway. Rip out more for Thursday pour. 
 
9/24/15-THUR. 
Crack Seal-finish Boston rd. 
Concrete-pour 30 yards of new driveway. 
Asphalt-grind out around gas pumps and new driveway for Friday install. 
 
9/25/15-Fri. 
Asphalt-install 25 ton of asphalt around gas pumps and along the side of new driveway. 
Catch Basins-Sir Robert and Sir John rip out two catch basins for repair. 
Crack Seal-last 2 hrs. Of the day, sent the men over to start on Drake rd.  
 
 
 



9/28/15-MON. 
Catch Basins-rebuild two catch basins in Prince Charles get ready for pour Tuesday. 
Concrete-rip out more of the driveway entering the service dept. 
Joint Repair-sir Robert and sir john. 
 
9/29/15-TUES. 
Concrete-pour 30 yards on the driveway entering the service dept. 
Catch Basins-pour new concrete around 2 catch basins and a section of sidewalk [from storm sewer repair]. 
Landscaping-old city hall, seed and straw all the damaged areas from the community festival and harvest fest.    
 
9/30/15-WEDS. 
Concrete-pour rest of the driveway to the street at the service garage. 
Joint Repair-Sir John and Sir Robert. 
Signs-replace old signs with new high intensity signs. 
 
10/1/15-THUR. 
Concrete-continue ripping out the service entrance driveway [setting it up for a Monday pour]. 
Joint Repair-fix a small section of Cedarwood dr. by Hickory ln. 
Signs-sent two guys up with the boom truck to the N.R.P.D. to fix all the parking lot lighting 
 
10/2/15-FRI. 
Concrete-continue setting up service entrance driveway for Monday morning pour 
Crack Seal-Cedarwood Dr and Prince Charles development  
Signs-take computers down to recycling center and make up new high intensity signs 

































��������

�	

�	


��

�	

��

�	

��

�	


��
�	

��

�	

�	

�	

�	

��

�	

�	

�	


��

��

��

��

�	

�	
�	

���������

���������
����

������
����

���������
����

������

�������

����������

���������

���������
����

����� ����
����

��� ����
����

����������
����

��������
����

���������
����

���������

����������

�!��������
���� �������

�������
����

�����
����

����
���� ����

���� ����
����

�������
����

�� �"����
����

�#$%%&'��()�*#&���+&

�,$�,'((-��&�.#

�������
���������

�!�� ���
����

������
����

�������
����

������

����� ����
����

"���
����

������
����

���������
����

��!������
����

��!������
�������"

����

���!����
���������

����
��������

����

��� ���
����

��� ���

�����
����������

����

���������

��"��������

��������

����������

�������
���� �������

 ����

���  ���������

������

���  ����

�������

�������
����

��"���

���  ����
����

��"���
����

�����

�����
����

�����

������������

�����"����� ����

�����������

������
�����

��� ���

����
������

������"�����

�����

���������

��������

������
���� �!�����

����

����!�����

����������
����

��� ����
����

������
����

�"
�
�
�
!
�
�
�

�!����

���������

�����
�����

�����������
����

�!����
����

����!�"
����

�������
����

�������

��������
����

�!����
����

�!����

�!�!��
����

���"
����

�������
����

������ ����
����

������ ����

�!����!��
����

�/!����

���������
����

�����������

�������
����

����"
�����������

����

������

�������
����

�������

�����
����"

����"

����"
����

����
�!�

��"

 
�
��
�
�
�
�
��
�
�
�
�
�
��
��
�
�
�
�
�

�
�
��
�
�
�
��
�
�
��
�
�
�

�����������
�������

���������
��������

��
��

��
������������

��������

��������� ��������
�����

��������

������  �

��������
����

�!"�����
 �������
����

��������

���������

�������� ���������
������

������������
����

�����
�����

������������

�����"
������������

�����������
����

�!�����
�����"

��������
�����

������"�

�
�
�
 
�
�
�

�
�
�
�

�����
��������

�����!����
����

�������

������

���������
����

���������
����

�������!���
����

���������

�����
����

�
�
�
�
�
�
�

�������

��

���������
����

��" ����
����

��" ����
�������

����
��������

�����
����

�����!���"
�����

����

���������

�����
����"

���������
����

!��������"
����

�
�
!
�
�

�
!
�
�
��

�������
 ����

�
�
�
�
�
�

����

������

�
�
�
�

�
�
�
�

�
�
�
�
�
�

�
�
	
�


�
�
�

������

������

�
�

�
�
�
�

�
�
�

�
��

�
�
�
��

�

�
�
�

�
��

������������

��	�
���

�
�
	
�


�
�
�

�
�

�
��

������

�����

�
�

�
��








��������
����

������"�




�
�
��
�
�
�
��
�
�

�
�
�
�

�����������

�����

����


��

��

��

�����
����

����
���� ����

���� ����
����

�������
������������

�!�� ���
����

������
����

�������
����

������

������
����

��!������
����

��!������
�������"

����

�����������
����

�������

������

���������
�������

���������
����

�
�
�
��

�

������

�������

�
�
�
��

�

�������

�
�
�
��

�

�������

�������
����

�������
����

�� �"����
����

�#$%%&'��()�*#&���+&

�,$�,'((-��&�.#

����� ����
����

"���
����

���������
����

������������

���  �������

�	

�	

�	
�	

���������

���������
����

������
����

���������
����

������

�������

�� �������

���������

���������
����

����� ����
����

��� ����
����

����������
����

��������
����

���������
����

���������

����������

�!��������
����

������ �
����

��������
����

��� ���
����

��� ���

�����
����������

����

�������������

������

���  ����

�������

�������
����

��"���

���  ����
����

��"���
����

�����!����
����

�
�

�
��

�����

�
�

�
��




����������

�	

�	

������������

����"
�����������

����

������

�������
����

�������

�����
����"

����"

����"
����

!��
�"

 
�

�
��

��
��

��
��

�����

��������
����

�
�

�
�
�
�




�
�
��
�
�
�
��
�
�

�
�
�
�

�����������

�����

��

�
���

�

�

�

�
��

�

� "

������������

" ��������
�����

��������

�
�

����

�!�����
����

����!�����

����������
����

�����������
����

�!����
����

����!�"
����

�������
����

�������

��������
����

�!����
����

�!����

�!�!��
����

���"
����

�������
����

������ ����
����

������ ����

�!����!��
����

�/!����

���������
�����������

����

�
�
�
�

������

������





����� ������� �����

���������������

������

�
�

�
��

�
�

�
��

���
!������������

�	

������

���������

���!����
����

����
�!

������  �

��
�

�����!���"�
�������

�
�
����
���

�

�
�
�
�
�
�

��������


��

�	

��

�	

��

�	


��
�	�	

��

�	

��

�	

�����

�����
����

�����

��������������

�����"������ � ����

�����������

������
�����

��� ���

����
������

���"����������

�����

�����������

��������

������
����

��� ����
����

������
����

�"
�
�
�
!
�
�
�

��!�����

���������

�����
�����

�!"�����
 �������
����

��������

�

�������� ���������
������

�����������������

�����

����

����������
������

������������

��� ���"
������������

�!�����
�����"

�����������
����������

������"�

�
�
�
 
�
�
�

�
�
�
�

�����
������������

�������!�����
������

���������

�����
����

�
�
�
�
�
�
�

�������

���
��

���������
����

��" �����
����

��" ����
���������

����
��������

����

�����������

����������
������"��

���������
����

!��������"!��������
����

�
�
!
�
�

�
!
�
�
��

�
 

�
�
�
�

�
�
	
�


�
�
�




��	�
���

��������
����

������"�

����

�	�
���

�	

��"��� ������������

��������

�����������

�������
���� �������

 ����

 
�

�
�
	
�


�
�
�

�

�
�
�
�

�
�
�
�

�
�
�
�

�

�

�

��
 �

�
�
	
�


�
�
�




��

������
����

�
�
	
�

�

�

�

�

The Northeast Ohio Areawide Coordinating Agency (NOACA) is a public organization serving the counties of 
and municipalities and townships within Cuyahoga, Geauga, Lake, Lorain and Medina (covering an area with 
2.1 million people). NOACA is the agency designated or recognized to perform the following functions:

cooperative and continuous planning for highways, public transit, and bikeways, as defined in the 
current transportation law.

planning functions.

opportunity to review a wide variety of local or state applications for federal funds.

use research.

assistance to the 172 units of local, general purpose government. 

composed of 45 local public officials. 

provide a forum for members 
to present, discuss and develop 
solutions to local and areawide 
issues and make recommendations 
regarding implementation strategies. 
As the area clearinghouse for the 

and recommendations on applications 
for state and federal grants, with the 
purpose of enhancing the region’s 
social, physical, environmental 
and land use/transportation fabric. 
NOACA invites you to take part in 
its planning process. Feel free to 

learn more about areawide planning. 

For more information, call 
or log on at http:\\www.noaca.org
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Introduction 
 
Study Need 
 
North Royalton is one of the largest 
municipalities in Cuyahoga County and 
has numerous destinations spread 
throughout the city. Many of these 
destinations are accessible only by car.  
This study recommends infrastructure 
and other improvements that facilitate 
transportation in and around North 
Royalton by modes other than single-
occupancy vehicles.    
 
Study Area 
 
The study area for this report is the City of 
North Royalton. The Town Center District 
is a focus area for the report because of its 
concentration of destinations, so many of 
the recommendations pertain to it 
specifically.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Existing Conditions 

Connections 
 
To identify missing connections within the 
district, sidewalks were inventoried for all 
roads located within the Town Center 
District, as well as major roads throughout 
the city. The major missing gaps in the 
Town Center District were on State Road, 
and in the surrounding parts of the more 
than 80% of roadways had no sidewalks at 
the time this report was written.   
 
Safety Analysis 
 
Crash data was analyzed for all crashes in 
the city between 2009 and 2013.  Areas of 
concern inside the Town Center District 
include Royalton Road between Ridge and 
State Roads, and the intersections of 
Ridge and State Roads with Royalwood 
Road. Outside the Town Center District, 
crashes were most prevalent along the 
major routes of Royalton, Ridge, and State 
Roads, as well as York Road to the west, 
and the intersection of concern was 
Royalton Road and W. 130th Street.  
 
 
 
 

Recommendations 

Sidewalks 
 
This report identifies a total of 64 
segments on roads throughout the city 
that are missing sidewalks, and indicates 
how long the missing sidewalk segment is. 
Based on the existing conditions analysis 
and public input, a list of 17 prioritized 
sidewalk connections was developed.  
 
Sidewalks are estimated to cost $121 per 
foot for a five foot-wide sidewalk, and 
$138 per foot for a ten foot-wide path. 
The total cost for all 17 prioritized 
sidewalks would be $7.2 million if done on 
one side of the road, and $12.2 million if 
done on both sides of the road.  
 
Public Transportation 
 
Data from the Greater Cleveland Regional 
Transit Authority (GCRTA) indicate that 
bus ridership for North Royalton is low. 
Recommendations to increase ridership 
include working with GCTRA to consider 
rerouting bus service to begin and end at 
the North Royalton Loop on Royalton 
Road. The second recommendation to 
enhance service is to  

Executive Summary 
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evaluate whether a formal Park and Ride 
can  be  established  in  the  city.  One 
potential  location  for  a  Park  and Ride  is 
the old City Hall  facility at  the  corner of 
Bennett  and  Ridge  Roads.  Further 
recommendations  for  transit 
enhancements  include  bus‐stop 
consolidations,  particularly  on  the  135 
route, and transit waiting environments at 
high‐ridership stops. 
 
Bicycling 
 
North Royalton has  few bicycle  facilities: 
the multiuse  paths  along  Bennett  Road 
and Valley  Parkway,  and wide  shoulders 
on  State Road. North Royalton does not 
currently  score highly on bicycle  level of 
service, a measurement for bikeability. To 
fix this, bicycle facilities are recommended 
on  Bennett,  Royalton,  and  Ridge  Roads. 
Additionally,  a  bicycle  boulevard  is 
recommended  along  Bunker  and  Tilby 
Roads. 
 
On Bennett Road, the recommendation is 
to connect the path between the existing 
multiuse  path  and  the  Valley  Parkway 
Multiuse  Path.  On  Ridge  Road,  the 
recommendation  is  for  bicycle  lanes  on 
both  sides  of  the  road  from  the  Parma 
border  to  Royalton  Road,  where  travel 

lanes  are  currently  15  feet  wide.  This 
would narrow the travel lanes, which will 
likely  decrease  speeding.  Cuyahoga 
County  is  proposing  to  widen  Royalton 
Road between West 130th Street and York 
Road in the next few years. Both sidewalks 
and  bicycle  lanes  should  be  added  on 
either  side  of  this  street.  This will  calm 
traffic  and make  for  safer  biking  on  the 
roadway.  
 
Implementation 
 
The  city  could  finance  this  report’s 
recommendations by prioritizing projects 
in  its  capital  program,  or  working  with 
public and private partners. For sidewalks, 
assessing  properties  over  the  long  term 
can  service  debt  on  near‐term  sidewalk 
projects. This can be an option for the city 
if  it  has  the  support  of  the  property 
owners.  It  is  important  for  the  city  to 
demonstrate  that  the  implementation of 
this  report’s  recommendations  can 
support  economic  development, 
especially in the Town Center District, and 
will  benefit  property  owners  in  North 
Royalton.  
 
Additional  funding  sources  may  be 
available  through  the  Northeast  Ohio 
Areawide  Coordinating  Agency  (NOACA) 

and  Cuyahoga  County.  The  NOACA 
Transportation  for  Livable  Communities 
Initiative  (TLCI)  Implementation  Grant 
program can help fund up to 80% of lower 
cost bicycle  infrastructure  items, such as 
those  recommended  in  this  report.  For 
higher‐cost projects such as the sidewalks 
and multiuse paths recommended  in the 
report,  NOACA  funding  is  available 
through  the  Surface  Transportation, 
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality, and 
Transportation  Alternatives  programs. 
Details  on  receiving  funding  from 
Cuyahoga  County  are  available  in  the 
Complete  Streets  Toolkit,  located  in 
Appendix 1 of the report.  
 

      EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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The North Royalton Alternative 
Transportation Plan includes 
recommendations for infrastructure and 
other improvements to facilitate safe and 
convenient transportation in and around 
North Royalton by modes other than 
single-occupancy vehicles. North Royalton 
is one of the largest municipalities within 
Cuyahoga County, with numerous 
destinations including shopping centers, 
schools, parks, new civic buildings (YMCA, 
library, city government), as well as others 
that are not easily accessed without 
driving. Recently adopted policies, backed 
by public input, emphasize the importance 
of creating a more multimodal 
transportation network to serve all 
residents. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Previous Planning Efforts 

North Royalton 2014 Master Plan 
Update 

In partnership with the Cuyahoga County 
Planning Commission, the City of North 
Royalton recently completed an update to 
its Master Plan. This document includes 
seven chapters that focus on various 
factors, including one specifically on 
transportation. That chapter includes 
goals, objectives and recommendations 
for roadways and destinations that should 
be prioritized for multimodal 
accommodations. Many aspects of this 
alternative transportation plan will build 
off of this recent analysis.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Study Need 

      INTRODUCTION 
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North Royalton is an outer-ring suburb in 
southern Cuyahoga County. It is one of the 
fastest growing municipalities in the 
county, with a 6.3% increase in population 
between 2000 and 2010. Over the same 
time period, the share of residents 65 
years and older grew 34%, which has 
implications for transportation needs 
within the city. Additionally, roughly two-
thirds of the developed land in the city is 
residential, and much of this is single-
family detached housing.  

Major roads in North Royalton include 
Royalton, Wallings and Akins Roads 
running east to west and York, Ridge, and 
State Roads running north to south. The 
civic center of North Royalton, known as 
the Town Center District in the 2014 
Master Plan Update, includes the 
intersections of Royalton Road and Ridge 
Road as well as Royalton Road and State 
Road. This area includes many of the civic 
and commercial destinations in the city, 
and it also accommodates much of the 
traffic that travels to and through North 
Royalton. Map 1 shows the Town Center 
District and surrounding commercial 

nodes identified in the Master Plan 
Update. 

The Master Plan Update states that the 
Town Center District will be a priority for 
implementing complete streets projects.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Therefore, recommendations in this 
report focus on this area. Important 
connections throughout the city will also 
be considered, however. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      INTRODUCTION 

Study Area 
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One of the two goals listed in the 
transportation chapter of the recent 
Master Plan Update is to provide options 
for alternative transportation modes. In 
the Town Center District, this goal is 
particularly relevant in order to foster a 
traditional “Main Street” atmosphere with 
destinations for people to shop, dine and 
pursue recreational opportunities. The 
critical step to achieving this vision is to 
provide the infrastructure to ensure the 
safety of these alternative modes, such as 
walking, bicycling, and public transit. Map 
2 shows the existing pieces of these 
networks, as well as the gaps. 

Sidewalks were inventoried for all roads 
located within the Town Center District, as 
well as all major roads throughout the city. 
Areas with partial connections are those 
that have sidewalks only on one side of the 
street. Figures 1 and 2 depict the 
breakdown of miles of each type of 
connection. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      EXISTING CONDITIONS  

Connections 

Complete
53%

Partial
3%

Incomplete
44%

Town Center District

Complete
12% Partial

7%

Incomplete
81%

Surrounding City

Figure 1:  Town Center District Sidewalk Coverage Figure 2:  Surrounding City Sidewalk Coverage 
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A little more than half of the roadways in 
ghjghj 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      EXISTING CONDITIONS  

A little more than half of the roadways in 
the Town Center District include full 
sidewalks, in addition to the shared use 
path located along Bennett Road. Major 
gaps include segments of State Road, 
which were also identified as priorities for 
complete street treatments in the Master 
Plan Update. The major roads in the 
surrounding city have much fewer 
multimodal connections, with over 80% of 
roadways having no sidewalks. 
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A major consideration in the assessment 
of a transportation network is safety. All 
crashes occurring in North Royalton 
between 2009 and 2013 are shown in 
Figures 3 and 4. This analysis includes all 
crashes as well as fatal and serious injury 
crashes by type. 

Crash types that account for the highest 
percentage of total crashes also account 
for the highest percentage of fatal and 
serious-injury crashes. Rear-end crashes 
account for roughly 41% of total crashes 
and roughly 27% of fatal and serious injury 
crashes, which is higher than the regional 
shares of 32% and 14%, respectively. 
Pedestrian and bicycle crash types are not 
prevalent in North Royalton. At the same 
time, 18 crashes involved bicyclists and 
pedestrians, with one resulting in a serious 
injury.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      EXISTING CONDITIONS  

Safety Analysis 

Rear End, 886

Angle, 342

Fixed Object, 
342

Sideswipe, 181

Other, 409

All Crashes

Rear End, 15

Angle, 10

Fixed Object, 10

Sideswipe, 9

Other, 12

Fatal and Serious Injury

Figure 3:  All Crashes by Type Figure 4:  Fatal and Serious Injury Crashes by Type 
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These census tracts also have the oldest 
housing stock in the study area, shown in 
Table 3,  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      EXISTING CONDITIONS  

Map 3 shows clusters of all crashes that 
occurred within the Town Center District, 
as well as all serious injury crashes and 
crashes that involved bicyclists or 
pedestrians. Areas of concern include 
Royalton Road between Ridge and State 
Roads, and the intersections of Ridge and 
State Roads with Royalwood Road. 
Serious-injury crashes were evenly 
distributed throughout the area except 
for the western portion of Royalton Road, 
which had three serious-injury crashes 
over the past five years. 
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Sou 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      EXISTING CONDITIONS  

Map 4 shows crash patterns for the entire 
city. Similar to the Town Center District, 
crashes were most prevalent along the 
major routes of Royalton, Ridge and State 
Roads, as well as York Road to the west. 
Two-thirds of the bicycle and pedestrian 
crashes in North Royalton occurred 
outside the Town Center District, with 
four along or near the western section of 
Albion Road. Only one intersection, 
Royalton Road and W. 130th Street, 
appears to have a comparable amount of 
crashes to the two main intersections 
inside the Town Center District. 
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Detailed in the following sections, are the 
recommendations of this alternative 
transportation plan, based on the existing 
conditions analysis and feedback from 
public surveys and meetings. The 
recommendations are prioritized but not 
conclusive, and NOACA staff recommends 
that pedestrian and bicycle facilities be 
provided anywhere they are deemed 
necessary. This is particularly true for the 
sidewalk recommendations.  

The recommendations that follow are 
designed to connect destinations within 
the Town Center District and to provide 
access to the Town Center from the city at 
large. There are a number of incomplete 
connections that are not prioritized, 
however, and the city and property 
owners should complete these where it 
makes sense to do so. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      RECOMMENDATIONS 

Recommendations 

Potential Town Center District Crosswalk and Sidewalk 
Source: City of North Royalton Master Plan Update, 

Cuyahoga County Planning Commission 2014 
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      RECOMMENDATIONS 

      State: Wallings to Castle 
      State: Royalwood to Wallings 
      State: Royalton (82) to Goodman 
      State: Akins to Trumpeter 
      Wallings: State to Foxwood 
      Royalton widening (82) 
      Royalton (82): Prince Charles to Stoney Creek 
      Royalton (82): Stoney Creek to Broadview 
      Akins: Ridge to State 

       Valley Parkway Trail Extension 
      Bennett: Akins to Valley Parkway 
      South Akins: Bennett to York 
      York: Royalton (82) to Bennett 
      York: York Alpha Drive to W Wallings 
      Royalton (82): York to Glenmont Drive 
      State: Akins to Valley Parkway 
      Ridge: Valley Parkway to Ohio Turnpike 
 
 
 
 

TA Plan Bikeways 
Planned Bikeways 
Existing Bikeways 
Complete 
Incomplete 
Partial 
Proposed Priority Connections 
Nodes 
Town Center District 
 
 

All Recommendations 
 

Sidewalks 
 

Bikeways 
 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
G 
H 

J 
I 

K 
L 
M 
N 
O 
P 
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While slightly more than half of the Town 
Center District has sidewalks, the 
remainder of the city lacks adequate 
sidewalk connections. Table 1 lists all the 
incomplete sidewalk connections in the 
city, with the length of each calculated in 
linear feet. These segments are also 
shown on Map 5. The table and map do 
not include the prioritized segments 
within and connecting to the Town Center 
District.  

To cultivate the town center and increase 
access to its destinations and amenities, it 
is important to create a sidewalk network 
that enables connections in and around 
the district. A list of prioritized sidewalk 
connections was developed based on the 
existing conditions analysis and public 
input from the survey and public meeting. 
The connections, taken as a whole, would 
greatly increase connectivity to and within 
the town center and between residential 
areas, and would enhance recreational 
opportunities near the Valley Parkway 
multiuse path (sometimes called the 
Emerald Necklace). 

 

 

  

ID Length (Linear 
Feet) 

Segment 

1 2,126.17 Hi-View Dr. 

2 2,619.12 Creekwood Dr. 

3 269.06 Creekwood Ln. 

4 334.34 Creekwood Ct. 

5 537.47 Creekwood Ct. 

6 703.30 Trumpeter Blvd. 

7 849.33 Swan Lake Blvd S. of Trumpeter Blvd. 

8 405.18 White Swan Ct. 

9 386.97 Whooper Ct. 

10 399.87 Whistler Ct. 

11 476.88 Cygnet Ct. 

12 2,078.66 Glenmont Dr and Oakhill Rd. 

13 1,000.74 Glenmont Dr and Treetops Ct. 

14 949.89 Glenmont Dr and Basswood Ct. 

15 426.56 Glenmont Dr and Cranston Ct. 

16 789.36 Glenmont Dr and Ashton Ct. 

17 1,355.30 Glenmont Dr and Acorn Ct. 

18 180.77 Glenmont Dr to Royalton Rd. 

19 1,449.80 Royal Ridge Ln. 

20 237.47 Royal Ridge Ln. 

21 998.84 Cross Creek Ln. 

22 803.40 Highland Dr. 

23 1,131.55 Pine Forest Dr. 

ID Length (Linear 
Feet) 

Segment 

24 6,873.57 
Ridge Rd between Wallings Rd and Bunker 

Rd. 

25 1,591.37 
Ridge Rd between Tilby Rd. and Craigleigh 

Dr. 

28 11,242.62 
State Rd between Akins Rd. and W Boston 

Rd. 

29 5,238.21 
York Rd between Royalton Rd. and Bennett 

Rd. 

30 8,066.87 
York Rd between Chesapeake Dr. and York 

Alpha Dr. 

31 1,693.91 York Rd between Tilby Rd. and Delsy Dr. 

32 519.80 
York Rd between W Sprague Rd. and Tilby 

Rd. 

33 24,262.27 Valley Pkwy. Multiuse Path 

34 13,244.11 
Albion Rd between Ridge Rd. and W 130th 

St. 

35 10,810.47 
Bennett Rd between Valley Pkwy. and Lytle 

Rd. 

36 4,506.21 
Drake Rd between Bennett Rd. and W 130th 

St. 

37 3,765.38 
W 130th St. between W Sprague Rd. and 

Jacque Rd. 

38 16,364.72 W 130th between Albion Rd. and Drake Rd. 

39 698.96 W 130th between Jacque Rd. and Albion Rd. 

40 4,488.15 
W Sprague Rd. between Parmaview Ln. and 

State Rd. 

41 5,507.60 
W Sprague Rd. between Joyce Rd. and York 

Rd. 

42 759.31 Ridge Rd. south of W Sprague Rd. 

43 10,609.65 
W Boston Rd. between W 130th St. and 

Ridge Rd. 

44 2,415.79 Akins Rd between Bennett Rd. and Ridge Rd. 

45 2,855.77 Akins Rd between State Rd. and East Corp. 

46 2,968.35 
Royalton Rd between York Rd. and 

Glenmont Dr. 

47 957.07 Royalton Rd east of Glenmont Dr. 

      RECOMMENDATIONS | SIDEWALKS 
 

Sidewalks 
Table 1:  Incomplete Connections in the City of North Royalton 
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      RECOMMENDATIONS | SIDEWALKS  

Additionally, with a complete network, 
residents and visitors might be able to 
make more multimodal trips, where more 
than one kind of trip is made. For example, 
if there are complete sidewalks and 
comfortable crosswalks, people may be 
more likely to park their car once and walk 
to multiple destinations, rather than drive 
to each one separately. The city can foster 
this travel behavior by requiring future 
development to have greater street 
frontages and smaller setbacks. Doing so 
would also help create the feel of a more 
traditional town center, which is a goal of 
the city’s master plan.  

The recommendations also took into 
account existing and proposed land uses 
and zoning. Noting that most land uses 
south of the I-80 corridor are single-family 
residential, agricultural or vacant land, 
and the zoning is largely rural residential, 
it did not appear that prioritizing 
sidewalks in this section of the city would 
be a good idea.  

With lower population densities, fewer 
destinations and longer segments of 
roadway with no existing sidewalk (thus 
bigger sidewalk projects), sidewalks would 

 

Map 5:  Incomplete Connections in the City of North 
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      RECOMMENDATIONS | SIDEWALKS  

building every missing connection  in  the 
city  would  be  cost  prohibitive.  To 
demonstrate  the  costs  of  the  sidewalk 
recommendations,  Table  2  details 
planning‐level estimates for sidewalks on 
one  or  both  sides  of  each  prioritized 
segment. The estimates are based on the 
assumption of a cost of $121 per foot for 
a  five  foot‐wide  sidewalk,  which  was 
developed  in  partnership  with  the 
Cuyahoga  County  Department  of  Public 
Works. This cost includes assumptions for 
the  cost  of  concrete,  erosion  control, 
drainage, surveying and engineering, and 
contingency, and may be lower or higher 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

be more expensive  in  this section of  the 
city  and  not  well  used.  Therefore,  the 
recommendations  focus  on  areas where 
there  is  a  greater  mix  of  land  uses 
(residential, commercial, institutional, and 
recreational),  and  zoning  will  support 
future development where sidewalks will 
be  used.  This  is  particularly  true  of  the 
town  center,  where  the  master  plan 
recommends  fewer  subdistricts  to 
encourage  greater  density,  which  will 
likely  generate  demand  for  more  non‐
motorized  trips  and  therefore  the  need 
for  a  complete  sidewalk  network.  The 
recommended  connections  in  this  plan 
will support that goal.  

These connections are not ranked, but are 
prioritized  above  all  the  other  missing 
connections  in the city. This  is not to say 
that the other connections should not be 
built, but that by focusing on the proposed 
network, the city can support the master 
plan  goals  of  providing  more 
transportation  options  and  building  an 
attractive  town center.  It  is necessary  to 
prioritize  connections  because,  even 
though  a  single  sidewalk  or  multiuse 
project may not be very expensive, 

D

based on  site  characteristics  and 
engineering development.  

For  the  Valley  Parkway  Extension 
(recommendation  “I”  on Map  6),  a  cost 
estimate  was  developed  with  the 
assumption  of  $138  per  foot  for  a  ten 
foot‐wide  path,  using  the  same 
methodology except  for  the  substitution 
of asphalt for concrete. The total costs for 
building  all  the  recommendations  for 
sidewalks  and  the  Valley  Parkway  Trail 
Extension are detailed in Table 2, and Map 
6 shows the recommended locations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Example of an Asphalt Path 
in a Neighborhood Setting 
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Recommendation Linear Feet 
5’ Sidewalk Cost  

(One Side) at 
$121/ft 

5’ Sidewalk Cost  
(Both Sides) at 

$121/ft 

A State: Wallings to Castle 2467.40 $298,556 $597,111 

B State: Royalwood to Wallings 2256.84 $273,078 $546,155 

C State: Royalton (82) to Goodman 1657.60 $200,569 $401,138 

D State: Akins to Trumpeter 1586.22 $191,932 $383,865 

E Wallings: State to Foxwood 4720.11 $571,133 $1,142,267 

F Royalton widening (82) 7125.58 $862,195 $1,724,390 

G Royalton (82): Prince Charles to 
Stoney Creek 1372.37 $166,057 $332,113 

G Royalton (82): Stoney Creek to 
Broadview 1907.43 $230,799 $461,598 

H Akins: Ridge to State 2867.08 $346,916 $693,832 

K South Akins: Bennett to York 1188.36 $143,792 $287,583 

L York: Royalton (82) to Bennett 5238.21 $633,823 $1,267,647 

M York: York Alpha Dr to W Wallings 3060.81 $370,358 $740,716 

N Royalton (82): York to Glenmont 
Dr 2968.35 $359,170 $718,341 

O State: Akins to Valley Pkwy 1894.56 $229,242 $458,484 

P Ridge: Valley Pkwy to Ohio 
Turnpike 725.68 $87,807 $175,615 

Recommendation Linear Feet 10’ Multiuse Path Cost (One Side) 
at $138/ft 

I Valley Parkway Trail Extension 14704.84 $2,029,268 

J Bennett: Akins to Valley Parkway 1685.52 $232,602 

     

Total Sidewalks $4,965,428 $9,930,855 

Total Multiuse Paths $2,261,870 

Total Sidewalks + Total Multiuse Paths $7,227,298 $12,192,725 

      RECOMMENDATIONS | SIDEWALKS 

Map 6:  Sidewalk and Multiuse Path Recommendations Table 2:  Sidewalk and Multiuse Path Recommendations Cost 
Estimates 
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There are two primary bus routes that 
serve North Royalton: the 45A and 135 
buses, shown on Map 7. Both routes begin 
and end at the North Royalton Loop, south 
of Royalton Road off of York Road, and 
both primarily serve Downtown Cleveland 
commuters. The 45A has three departures 
northbound in the morning and three 
southbound trips arriving in the evening, 
during traditional commuting hours. The 
135 is similar, except that there are five 
departures in the morning and six arrivals 
in the evening. Ridership on these lines is 
relatively low; according to the 2012 RTA 
On-Board Survey, average weekday 
ridership was 1,523 people on the 45/45A 
bus (the 45A becomes the 45 at Cuyahoga 
Community College’s Western Campus in 
Parma) and 298 on the 135 bus. Of the 
riders on the 45/45A bus, 41 reported that 
they live in North Royalton; 85 weekday 
riders on the 135 bus reported that they 
live in North Royalton. Annually there are 
405,013 riders on the 45/45A, and 82,541 
on 135 bus, based on a 2014 survey. 

Based on the public survey, there doesn’t 
appear to be a high demand for public 

transit service; 74% of survey respondents 
indicated that they never use public 
transportation. When asked what the 
barriers are to taking transit, 26% of 
respondents said that they were not 
interested in taking transit. That said, 
more than half of those surveyed felt that 
transit service influences their decision 
not to ride, citing destinations, frequency, 
access, and travel times as issues. While 
current service is limited, there may be 
opportunities to enhance existing routes 
to retain and attract ridership.  

One strategy to improve ridership is to 
evaluate whether service should begin 
and end at the North Royalton Loop on 
York Road. With a concentration of light 
industrial uses on York Road north of 
Royalton Road, rerouting service to this 
area rather than the existing loop might 
increase the number of riders. The 
Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Agency 
(GCRTA) will need to evaluate this 
proposed change in service. If this change 
were made, demand might rise for reverse 
commuting, in which commuters would 
travel southbound to this employment 

area rather than northbound toward 
Cleveland, which is the traditional 
commuting pattern. A consequence of this 
potential change would be that 
southbound trips would need to be added 
during the morning peak travel time and 
northbound trips during the evening 
commute, which could pose an extra 
expense to GCRTA. The City of North 
Royalton should work with GCRTA to 
evaluate if this reroute and subsequent 
service addition is feasible.  

Another option to enhance service is to 
evaluate if a formal Park and Ride can be 
established in the city. There are currently 
two Park and Ride facilities in neighboring 
communities, Strongsville to the west and 
Brecksville to the east. Both the 45/45A 
and 135 lines may be suitable for a Park 
and Ride facility, though with lower 
ridership on the 135 route, there may be 
more potential for growth on the 45/45A. 
One potential location for a Park and Ride 
is the old City Hall facility at the corner of 
Bennett and Ridge Roads. With ample 
parking and room for a transit waiting 
environment, this location could be  

      RECOMMENDATIONS | PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 

Public Transportation 
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The corridor has complete sidewalks for 
the entire study area len 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      EXISTING CONDITIONS | PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 

convenient to residents who would use 
transit if they felt it were easier to access.  

Further transit enhancements could 
include bus stop consolidations, 
particularly on the 135 route, and transit 
waiting environments at high ridership 
stops. The City should work with GCRTA to 
determine where stop consolidations and 
enhanced stops are feasible. 

 

Map 7:  Transit Service in North Royalton 
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There are a few existing bicycle facilities in 
North Royalton: multiuse paths along 
Bennett Road and Valley Parkway, and 
wide shoulders on State Road. Citywide, 
bicycling is challenging given topography, 
development patterns and an auto-centric 
transportation network. Bicycle level of 
service (BLOS), which evaluates facilities 
for bikeability through an analysis of 
roadway geometries, speed limits, and 
traffic counts, is generally poor in the city 
as shown in Map 8. A BLOS ranking of A or 
B is desirable and provide adequate 
facilities for bicyclists to feel comfortable 
riding and to encourage new riders. The 
majority of roads in North Royalton are 
currently ranked BLOS E or F, indicating 
that they are insufficient for comfortable 
and safe bicycling. 

To improve the bicycling experience in 
North Royalton, bicycle facilities are 
recommended on Bennett, Royalton, and 
Ridge Roads. Additionally, a bicycle 
boulevard is recommended along Bunker 
and Tilby Roads in the northern section of 
the city. A bicycle boulevard is a signed 
and marked route (with sharrows on the 

pavement) that emphasizes bicycling and 
discourages through automobile traffic. 
Because these are neighborhood streets, 
automobiles would be traveling at low 
speeds and will not be using these roads 
for cross-city travel, but rather for access 
to and from homes only. This proposal 
creates a northern east-west bike facility 
between State Road and West 130th Street 
(a multiuse path would need to be built at 
the end of Applewood Road or Wildwood 
Drive to West 130th Street and would 
require property easements to enable 
access). This would complement a 
southern east-west route that will be 
completed with the Valley Parkway 
Multiuse Path extension.  

On Bennett Road, there is a gap between 
the existing multiuse path and the Valley 
Parkway Multiuse Path that should be 
completed. This is listed as 
recommendation “J” in Table 2 and Map 6. 
Because this is a costly recommendation, 
in the short term the city should consider 
painting sharrows on Bennett Road in this 
location to raise awareness for bicycling 
safety among drivers.  

On Ridge Road, from the Parma border to 
Royalton Road, travel lanes are currently 
fifteen feet wide, which encourages 
higher speed driving even though the 
posted speed limit is 35 miles per hour. To 
calm speeds and provide a safer 
environment for bicyclists, the city should 
restripe the roadway to include two 
eleven-foot travel lanes and four-foot bike 
lanes on each side. This is essentially the 
configuration on State Road, where a wide 
shoulder functions as a de facto bike lane. 
Making this change should result in a 
decrease in speeding, which would ease 
safety concerns and lighten police 
enforcement.  
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Bicycling 
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Finally, Royalton Road will be widened 
between West 130th Street and York Road 
in the next few years. Sidewalks are 
recommended for this segment (“F” in 
Table 2 and Map 6), and bike lanes should 
be included as part of the project. Like 
Ridge and State Roads, including bike 
lanes on the Royalton Road project will 
have the benefit of calming traffic and 
making biking safer on the roadway. Doing 
so will prime the rest of Royalton Road for 
bike lanes that would extend from the 
eastern to the western borders of the city. 

      RECOMMENDATIONS | BICYCLE 
 

Map 8:  Bicycle Facilities and Level of Service 
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The recommendations in this study can be 
financed through a few options; the City 
can prioritize projects in its capital 
program or work with public and private 
partners to implement the 
recommendations. One option to 
generate funding for sidewalks is to assess 
properties over the long term, which can 
service debt on near-term sidewalk 
projects. This might be an attractive 
option to the City and stakeholders if it has 
the support of property owners, but the 
City would need to demonstrate a typical 
household cost to residents. The 
implementation of recommendations, 
especially in the town center, might help 
the city generate economic development 
interest, as recent trends show increasing 
interest in walkable commercial and 
residential districts. 

Additional funding sources may be 
available through NOACA and Cuyahoga 
County. The NOACA Transportatio for 
Livable Communities Initiative (TLCI) 
Implementation Grant program can help 
fund up to 80% of lower-cost bicycle 
infrastructure items, such as bike lanes, 

sharrows, and signage. The intent of the 
program is to help implement lower cost 
(typically less than $100,000) projects 
from completed studies and plans in order 
to help communities improve safety and 
build a multimodal transportation system. 
The bicycle recommendations in this plan 
are appropriate and recommeded for the 
TLCI Implementation Grant program. 

For higher-cost projects such as sidewalks 
or multiuse paths, NOACA funding is 
available through the Surface 
Transportation, Congestion Mitigation 
and Air Quality, and Transportation 
Alternatives programs. Funding availabilty 
through these programs is extremely 
competitive, however, and the 
implementation of recommendations 
with these sources is best achieved 
through larger-scale road improvement 
projects. For example, the cost of funding 
a stand-alone sidewalk project with 
federal aid funding would be much higher 
due to the costs of compliance with 
federal and state regulations than it would 
as a component of a road rehabilitation 
project, because efficiencies in the project 

development process can consolidate 
tasks and thus project costs. Therefore, for 
higher-cost projects the City should strive 
to package improvements as part of 
larger-scale projects, or find alternative, 
local funding so that costs are not inflated.  

Information on additional funding sources 
is available in Cuyahoga County’s 
Complete Streets Toolkit, which is 
attached as Appendix 1. Many of these 
sources can help cover the costs of both 
stand-alone projects and larger-scale road 
improvement projects. 
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Implementation 
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      APPENDIX 1: CUYAHOGA COUNTY COMPLETE STREETS TOOLKIT FUNDING TABLE (Source: Cuyahoga County) 
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       APPENDIX 1: CUYAHOGA COUNTY COMPLETE STREETS TOOLKIT FUNDING TABLE (Source: Cuyahoga County) 
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      APPENDIX 2: SURVEY RESPONSES 

 

Daily
8%

Less than once a 
month

11%

Never
41%

Once a month
6%

Once a week
9%

Several times a 
month

11%

Several times a 
week
14%

How Often Do You Walk for 5 Minutes or 
Longer for Transportation?

Number of Responses: 88 
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      APPENDIX 2: SURVEY RESPONSES 

 

Daily
31%

Less than once a 
month

8%

Never
8%

Once a month
3%

Once a 
week

7%

Several times a 
month

11%

Several times a week
32%

How Often Do You Walk for 5 Minutes or Longer 
for Recreation or Exercise?

Number of Responses: 102 
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      APPENDIX 2: SURVEY RESPONSES 

 
 
 
 
 

For exercise
58%

For 
leisure/recreation

17%

Other
16%

To get to work
1%

To run errands
8%

Why Do You Walk?

Number of Responses: 114 
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      APPENDIX 2: SURVEY RESPONSES 

Other (please specify): 
• To walk the dog 
• Terrain is not conducive to sidewalks. 
• Also for leisure and recreation 
• Hiking on a nature trail 
• It says "Choose all that apply" but I cannot choose more than one. My answers are: leisure, exercise, errands 
• And to do shopping 
• Work 
• This would only allow me to select one, but I walk for exercise, recreation and to get to church and local stores  
• Take my dog for a daily walk. 
• Use auto 
• Not able to choose "all that apply" above.... 
• This screen does not let you choose more than one.  Add leisure/recreation 
• I prefer walking in my own yard instead of sidewalks 
• Also exercise; to transit stop; to run errands 
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      APPENDIX 2: SURVEY RESPONSES 

 
 

¼ up to ½ mile 
(about 5-10 

minutes)
12%

½ up to ¾ mile (about 
10-15 minutes)

15%

¾ up to 1 mile (about 
15-20 minutes)

18%

Less than ¼ mile (less 
than 5 minutes)

40%

Longer than 1 mile 
(more than 20 

minutes)
15%

When Walking for Transportation, What Is Your 
Average Trip Distance?

Number of Responses: 60 
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      APPENDIX 2: SURVEY RESPONSES 

 

¼ up to ½ mile 
(about 5-10 minutes)

10%

½ up to ¾ mile 
(about 10-15 

minutes)
8%

¾ up to 1 mile (about 
15-20 minutes)

11%

Less than ¼ mile (less 
than 5 minutes)

12%

Longer than 1 mile 
(more than 20 

minutes)
59%

When Walking for Recreation or Exercise, What Is 
Your Average Trip Distance?

Number of Responses: 93 
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      APPENDIX 2: SURVEY RESPONSES 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Concerns about 
crime

1%

Difficult or 
dangerous 

street crossings
14%

Distance
6%

Lack of lighting
9%

No sidewalks
26%

Not interested in 
walking more

6%

Other
4%

Physical fitness
2%

Sidewalks in 
disrepair

6%

Unsafe motor 
vehicle traffic

13%

Weather
13%

What Are The Barriers to Walking More?

Number of Responses: 263 
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      APPENDIX 2: SURVEY RESPONSES 

Other (please specify) 
• We are too far from shopping to walk. 
• Don't waste my tax dollars on sidewalks that no one will use. 
• There are no barrels in the woods where walking should be done 
• Abbey Road 
• Time 
• Bad knees 
• No berm on road, with unsafe vehicle traffic 
• Rt. 82 elevation too hard to walk up/  traffic too close 
• Sidewalks have snow and ice, not cleared 
• There are no sidewalks by the main roads 
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      APPENDIX 2: SURVEY RESPONSES 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Near parks and 
recreational/

community centers
33%

Near places of 
employment

2%Near schools
20%

Near service 
providers

4%

Near shopping
24%

Near 
transit 
stops

8%

Other
9%

What Are Your Priorities for Future Pedestrian 
Improvements?

Number of Responses: 214 
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      APPENDIX 2: SURVEY RESPONSES 

Other (please specify) 
• None.  Period. 
• All-purpose walks or lanes need to be added as funds can be found along all of the major roads within the city. Begin at the core 

of the city & work outward to connect the neighborhoods to the city center & also connect up with the Metro parks trails which are highly used. 
• Re-pave city roads instead of wasting tax dollars on useless sidewalks. 
• Along roads leading to downtown NR 
• No sidewalks on Bennett Rd. below Akins. 
• We prefer a country environment - no sidewalks. 
• Edgerton walkway between Riverwalk and Waterbridge 
• This survey is bias against nature walks and does not give an option of no sidewalks 
• Library 
• Fix Abbey Road 
• Extend walking/bike path in Metropark from N Royalton to Brecksville 
• YMCA, library,  center of town 
• None 
• On Akins Road to walk my dogs 
• Bike lanes 
• On main road residential areas 
• None 
• To library/YMCA and Memorial Park 
• Within residential areas 
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      APPENDIX 2: SURVEY RESPONSES 

 
 
 

Daily
6%

Less than once a 
month

15%

Never
67%

Once a month
2%

Once a week
4%

Several times a 
month

1%
Several times a week

5%

How Often Do You Bike for 5 Minutes or Longer 
for Transportation?

Number of Responses: 88 
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      APPENDIX 2: SURVEY RESPONSES 

 
 

Daily
5%

Less than 
once a 
month

9%

Never
46%

Once a month
10%

Once a week
5%

Several times a 
month

8%

Several times a 
week
17%

How Often Do You Bike for 5 Minutes or Longer 
for Recreation or Exercise?

Number of Responses: 93 
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      APPENDIX 2: SURVEY RESPONSES 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Dangerous 
roads/lack of bicycle 

facilities
42%

Distance
4%

Do not own a bicycle
14%

Not interested in 
bicycling more

14%

Other
10%

Physical fitness/lack 
of riding skills

3%
Weather

13%

What Are The Barriers to Bicycling More?

Number of Responses: 139 
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      APPENDIX 2: SURVEY RESPONSES 

Other (please specify) 
• Not interested in gov't making citizens choose alternate transportation methods. 
• Have to drive to Metroparks no sidewalks 
• Roads are too narrow, and full of potholes. 
• Road conditions not conducive, road surfaces generally poor, and unpaved shoulders. generally speaking, no sidewalks either 
• It's extremely difficult to get to Valley Pkwy from where I live on Bennett Rd. -- with small children 
• No sidewalks on  Edgerton between Riverwalk and Waterbridge 
• Lack of bike paths/sidewalks; need more wide sidewalks for shared use 
• No bike lanes on streets 
• Abbey Road 
• Bad knees 
• No bike lanes 
• Sidewalks and bike lanes 
• No longer bicycle - do not want to wear a helmet 
• People who ride bikes are #%#%#%’s.  
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      APPENDIX 2: SURVEY RESPONSES 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Bicycle Lanes
36%

Bicycle parking
9%

Educational, 
enforcement, and/or 

encouragement 
programs

6%

Other
9%

Shared use paths
18%

Signage and/or 
pavement markings 
designating shared 

lanes
10%

Traffic calming 
features

12%

What Are Your Priorities for Future Bicycle 
Improvements?

Number of Responses: 170 
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      APPENDIX 2: SURVEY RESPONSES 

Other (please specify) 
• None 
• See previous comment on shared all purpose pathways. 
• Waste of tax dollars on useless amenities the aging population of this city will never use. 
• At bare minimum, start repaving roads extending decent pavement at least a foot to the right of the edge so a rider can at least straddle 

the right line 
• Bike improvements should be kept in the "city" and park sections of the City. 
• Still no choice for cross country biking on trails 
• All roads should be at least 24 feet wide 
• Fix Abbey Road 
• Too old to bicycle 
• All roads in N.R. are too narrow for just signage 
• Metroparks 
• I don't think we need bike paths. 
• None 
• North Royalton is too hilly for bike transportation 
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      APPENDIX 2: SURVEY RESPONSES 

 

Less than once a 
month

23%

Never
74%

Once a month
1%

Once a week
1%

Several times a 
month

1%

How Often Do You Take Public Transit?

Number of Responses: 98 
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      APPENDIX 2: SURVEY RESPONSES 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Distance/lack of 
access to stops

17%
Inadequate transit 

waiting 
environment

8%

Infrequent service
12%

Intended 
destination not 

served
14%

Not interested in 
using public transit

26%

Other
6%

Too slow 
compared to 

driving
13%

Weather
4%

What Are The Barriers to Taking Public Transit?

Number of Responses: 177 
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      APPENDIX 2: SURVEY RESPONSES 

Other (please specify) 
• I have a car. 
• North Royalton is too spread out to make local transit affordable. However in the future a local network of local circulating smaller buses 

or vans along the major roads within the City might be feasible & used by residents to reach the major RTA bus stops. 
• No industry or business anywhere close to North Royalton eliminates public transit's feasibility. 
• Wheelchair user and buses do not come where we are  
• Expense and unreliability of service 
• n/a 
• Public transportation brings people to our neighborhoods who normally don't belong 
• No longer work downtown 
• Safety concerns while waiting and riding 
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