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What is active transportation?

• Active transportation (AT) focuses on human-powered transportation 
such as bicycles, scooters, wheelchairs, skateboarding, in-line skates, 
cross-country skiing, and kayaking.

• Beyond the use of human-powered transportation, AT focuses on using 
the most efficent route possible to connect a user from residential areas 
to  community features (e.g: school, work) 

• AT routes are the most effective when they connect to other modes 
of transportation - such as public transit - to create integrated mobility 
networks

• AT typically does not include recreational or scenic trails, unless these 
routes connect to key destinations within the community.
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2. Complete Streets and the re-prioritization of transportation

The more recent ‘complete streets’ movement looks more broadly at the role of streets in our 

communities encouraging multi-modal travel including more biking, walking, and transit 

trips. Multi-modal transportation is more inclusive because it provides affordable options 

for larger segments of the population: Seniors who don’t want to or cannot drive, youth too 

young to drive, people with disabilities, millennial and others who want to avoid the cost of 

owning a vehicle, low-income residents, and those who simply choose to include cycling and 

walking along with other options.

1. the National Active Transportation Plan for Canada (2021-2026)

In 2021, the government of Canada launched the $400m National AT Strategy with funding 

for capital projects and planning projects. 

1. The planning projects have a funding limit of up to $50k for individual planning 

projects. This program is designed to “help vulnerable communities and address 

structural inequities, given the demographics and/or current state of active 

transportation” helping to create ‘shovel-ready’ projects within 24 months.

2. The capital project funding will provide up to 60% of the value of municipal projects 

with up to 100% funding for projects in indigenous communities like Membertou.

3. Battery technology and electric mobility

In the last decade, new advances in lightweight battery technology have increased 

e-mobility’s accessibility and public prominence. What used to be the exclusively relegated 

to the domain of electric wheelchairs is now available in the form of e-bikes, e-scooters, 

e-skateboards. As of 2020, the global electric bicycle market alone is estimated at $24.3 

billion, and is expected to nearly triple to $65.8 billion by 2030. Nova Scotia’s Electric Vehicle 

Rebate Program offers a $500 rebate for e-bikes with a minimum retail value of $1,200. The 

continued growth in electric transportation will significantly increase the demand for active 

transportation in Canada. 

5. The Housing Crisis and inflation

Canada’s housing crisis began long before the pandemic, but the cost and availability of housing 

has been rapidly accelerating due to supply chain issues, material costs, and larger migration 

trends of  people moving from big cities to smaller urban centres like CBRM. At the same time, the 

recent Ukraine-Russia conflict has caused considerable inflation while substantially increasing gas 

prices. The additional strain on the cost of driving has forced people to rethink their relationship 

with their car - and in some cases, their homes. Additionally, more people are turning to apartment 

living rather than home ownership - often causing increased density in parts of cities where transit 

and cycling would be considered appealing and cost effective options. Combining increased 

density with AT and transit is a good practice for cities.

6. AT Momentum

When new AT programs were introduced in the early 2000’s, there was significant backlash 

from drivers and business owners who did not want to share the public roads (or loose 

parking spaces) with AT infrastructure. As networks start to build-out, more people are 

using them reducing the ‘special interest’ stigma that plagued some early AT projects. The 

cyclist vs. driver mentality is starting to wane in cities that have invested and are seeing 

higher use of the At infrastructure.

4. The COVID-19 Pandemic

In 2019 pandemic has drastically changed behaviours and well-entrenched norms relating 

to transportation, offering city planners and engineers the opportunity to pilot projects 

that would have been considered unnecessary before the pandemic.  Many municipalities 

introduced the ‘slow-street’ movements - closing down some local streets to local-only 

traffic and creating new bicycle boulevards. Additionally, rolling lock-downs and remote 

working afforded people the opportunity to start walking or cycling regularly; these 

increases are expected to last long after the pandemic. 
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1.6 ON LI N E SU RVEY RESU LTS
An online survey was launched the week prior to AT Week (Sept 

13-17, 2021) and remained active for 2 months until November 

2021. 649 participants filled out the survey and the results are 

summarized in this section below. The first series of questions 

were categorizers, designed to tease out differences between 

genders, age groups, employment status, and community. 

These categories may be useful for CBRM in the future to better 

understand the needs of the various communities in CBRM.

Q1) What is your gender?

Almost two-thirds of the survey respondents were female (67.23%). 

This may indicate a preference for AT topics by women, or just 

that women were more active in finding the link to the survey than 

men, or more comfortable filling out the survey than men. Other 

online surveys in CBRM have a more equitable breakdown of men 

and women so this degree of participation seems to indicate a 

greater interest in the topic and potentially higher participation in 

AT projects going forward. On-the-ground surveys of use should 

confirm or disprove this theory. 

Q2) How old are you?

The largest age demographic represented by survey respondents 

were individuals aged 50-64 years old (31.89%) which is generally 

the most populous age group in CBRM (See Fig 5). The remaining 

respondents consist of individuals aged 21-34 (17.03%), 35-49 

(27.07%), and 65+ (19.20%). Individuals under 21 had the lowest 

survey response rate (4.80%). Consequently, the results of 

this survey may not incorporate the desires of CBRM’s youth 

population, a key group interested in AT. The lack of youth 

response could be due to issues related to outreach rather than 

their lack of interest in AT. Secondly, research suggests survey 

responses from youth participants are declining at national and 

international levels. Due to the project’s implementation and 

long-term regional effects, the AT plan has a significant effect 

on the region’s younger generation. As such, future consultation 

and outreach should make a specific effort to engage the younger 

audiences on the platforms that they frequent. 

MaleMale  Male

FemaleFemale  Female

Non-binaryNon-binary  Non-binary

Prefer not to sayPrefer not to say  Prefer not to say

Q1) What is your gender?
Answered: 647  Skipped: 2 
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Q2) How old are you?
Answered: 646  Skipped: 3 
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Answered: 647  Skipped: 2 
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Less than 2 kmLess than 2 km  Less than 2 km
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Between 5 and 10 kmBetween 5 and 10 km  Between 5 and 10 km

Between 10 and 25Between 10 and 25  kmkm  Between 10 and 25 km

Greater than 25 kmGreater than 25 km  Greater than 25 km

N/AN/A  N/A

Q11) What is the approximate distance from your home to your 
work/school?

Answered: 569  Skipped: 80 

Less than 10Less than 10  minutesminutes  Less than 10 minutes

Between 10 and 30Between 10 and 30  minutesminutes  Between 10 and 30 minutes

Between 30 mins toBetween 30 mins to  an houran hour  Between 30 mins to an hour

More than an hourMore than an hour  More than an hour

Q12) On average how long is your typical commute (one way) to 
your work/school?

Answered: 510  Skipped: 139 

Q10) How often do you travel to work using the following modes? 

When comparing these results to the 2016 Commuter 

Census results, there are some general similarities but the 

census question asks binary questions, while this survey 

adds the frequency consideration which provides slightly 

different results. For instance, in the 2016 census, 86% of 

commuters used their car in CBRM. In this survey, when 

asked how frequently, respondents ‘always’ use their car 

56% of the time and with less frequency only up to 77% 

of the time. Walking and running and carpooling to work 

happens occasionally up to 25% of the time.

Biking was the least popular method for commuting to 

work regularly (0.40%), followed by carpooling (1.60%), 

walking/running (4.51%), and bus (5.93%). According 

to a 2016 StatsCan survey, 12.4% of Canadians use 

public transit, 12.1% carpooled, and 6.9% used active 

transportation (walking or cycling) on average. Ultimately, 

CBRM’s reliance on AT and alternative transportation 

methods are below the national average, suggesting a 

need for improvements across the region.

Q11) What is the approximate distance from your home to 
your work/school

What is considered as walkable can vary according 

to distance and physical ability. However, a walkable 

distance is generally considered to be a 45-60 minute 

walk (approximately 5 km). 24% of respondents live less 

than 5km from their work suggesting it may be possible 

to increase walking commuting in CBRM. A10km bike 

ride takes around 25-30 minutes at an average speed 

of 16-20km/hr. Almost 42% of all respondents live 

within 10km of their work or school so with good bike 

infrastructure, it should be relatively easy to increase 

bike ridership for commuting.

These findings paint a real picture of the opportunity for 

AT expansion in CBRM.

No, it would notNo, it would not  makemake
  any differenceany difference
  No, it would not make
 any difference

Possibly more oftenPossibly more often  Possibly more often

Yes, deÀnitelyYes, deÀnitely  more oftenmore often  Yes, deÀnitely more often

Other (pleaseOther (please  specify)specify)  Other (please specify)

Q14) If the walking/biking/transit infrastructure was improved 
in your community, would you use it more frequently to get to 

work/school?
Answered: 557  Skipped: 97 
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Q3) Are you currently…

Over half (57.96%) of the survey population are currently 

working. The remaining respondents are retired (24.88%), 

in school (13.45%), or not working (7.11%). Given most 

respondents are currently employed, this reflects a need 

for AT routes to connect people from their homes to places 

of work. Secondary consideration should be given for 

AT routes connecting individuals from their residences 

to primary, secondary, and post-secondary educational 

institutions.

 Q4) What CBRM community do you live in?

Over a quarter of respondents (29.48%) live in Sydney. 

Glace Bay/Dominion/Reserve Mines (15.59%) and Sydney 

Mines/North Sydney (14.66%) are the communities with the 

second and third largest representation. Generally, these 

responses follow the population in these communities. It 

will be important in order to maximize AT use, to place new 

AT routes in densely populated areas. The Blue Routes will 

address the more rural areas of CBRM. 

16.05% of survey respondents did not have their 

community listed. This may reflect participants outside of 

CBRM or residents in CBRM that do not consider themselves 

as ‘rural’ residents.

Q5) Do you own…

Car ownership represents the largest demographic in the 

survey population. Respondents own one (56.63%) or two 

or more (29.80%) cars (86% car ownership). The majority 

of the population (93.13%) do not own a motorcycle. Over 

half (55.4%) of respondents own one or more bikes (36.79% 

own one bike and 18.57% own two or more bikes). 2.4% 

of the respondents own an e-bike and we will expect this 

number to climb rapidly over the next 10-20 years. 2% of 

respondents own a wheelchair and 15.50% own one or more 

ATV’s. 13.7% own a scooter or a skateboard. 

Given the high bicycle ownership in CBRM, we would expect 

relatively high uptake of multi-use trails. In all the age 

categories above 35, about 1/3 of the respondents owned 

bikes. In the 21-34 category, less than 20% owned bikes and 

below 21 years of age, less than 10% owned bikes. Looking 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Sydney

Glace Bay /
Dominion /...

New Waterford

Sydney Mines /
North Sydney

Westmount

Louisbourg

Whitney Pier

Rural CBRM

Not listed

Q4) What CBRM community do you live in?
Answered: 648  Skipped: 1 
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Answered: 647  Skipped: 1 
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Q12) On average, how long is your typical commute (one 
way) to your work/school?

Over half (54.12%) of survey respondents spent 10 to 

30 minutes getting to work or school. 30.59% spent less 

than 10 minutes, and 12.35% spent 30 minutes to an 

hour. Based on previous responses to survey questions, 

we can assume the majority of respondents rely on 

cars as a method of transportation. However, with 30% 

of the respondents taking less than 10 mins to get to 

work (even if by car), this category could be converted 

to bike use or running relatively easy with the right 

infrastructure.

Q13) If the walking/biking/transit infrastructure was 
improved in your community, would you frequently use it 
more frequently to get to work/school?

“Yes, definitely more often” (38.42%) was the most 

responded to category, reflecting a solid desire for a AT 

improvements to change behaviours. If we also consider 

the ‘possibly more often’ (22.44%), that’s over 61% of all 

CBRM commuters could be enticed into other forms of 

transportation if improvements were made in the AT 

network.

Q14) Are you interested in using alternative (active 
transportation) strategies to get around CBRM?

More than half (54.03%) of respondents said they would 

be interested in using active transportation methods to 

get around CBRM. Over a quarter (28.99%) selected “Not 

Sure.” “No” received the lowest response rate with 16.98%. 

Coupled with responses in the previous categories, 

this suggests while participants rely on their cars, the 

implementation of improved AT networks could be widely 

adopted by the community.

Q15) If no, Why not? (please check all that apply)

Weather and snow-clearance (37.09%), destinations are too 

far (35.62%), safety concerns (35.16%), and destinations 

are not connected by trails/sidewalks (34.25%) were the 

most responded to categories. Over one quarter (26.94%) 

relied on the habitual use of a vehicle, 15.07% felt active 

transportation was too physically demanding (this might 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Physical
health and...

to improve my
mental health

to reduce
pollution

to reduce
reliance on...

For the social
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Other (please
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Q16) If yes, why? (Please check all that apply)
Answered: 407 Skipped: 242 
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Q14) Are you interested in using alternative (active 
transportation) strategies to get about CBRM?

Answered: 583  Skipped: 66 
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Q15) If no, why not (Please check all that apply)?
Answered: 219 Skipped: 430 
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Q6) How would you rate the following in your local community?
Answered: 646  Skipped: 3 

more specifically at bike ownership in the survey, a pivot-

table from the raw data suggests the following ownership 

in these CBRM communities (see Q5a).

Q6) How would you rate the following AT amenities in your 
local community?

The highest rated amenities in CBRM were, in order of 

highest to lowest, parks, walking trails, sidewalks, transit 

, and lastly, bike trails/lanes. At least 1/3 of all responses 

rated all amenities as poor showing that many people 

are not happy with the level of service. Over 60% of the 

respondents rates bike trails/lanes as poor showing the 

area that CBRM needs the most attention. Almost half the 

respondents rated transit as poor as well. A range of 10% to 

26% of respondents felt current AT amenities were either 

“Adequate” or “Average”. 

Few residents rated the current AT amenities as excellent 

(1.12% for bike lanes; 2.56% for current transit; 2.56% for 

transit service). Overall, walking trails (6.76%) and parks 

(5.54%) received the highest response in the excellence 

category but these were still fairly low.

Q7) How would you rate the following in CBRM?

Respondents seemed to be more forgiving of AT 

infrastructure when looking at CBRM as a whole. Perhaps 

because they don’t know these areas as well as their 

local community. Still, the ‘poor’ rating is lower for 

CBRM than it is for their local community. The trend of 

what people like and dislike in CBRM follows the trends 

in their local community. This suggest residents are 

somewhat satisfied with the current infrastructure for the 

municipality when compared to response rates for specific 

communities. Response rates in the excellent ranking 

remain low however. Again, these responses suggest a 

need for targeted AT improvements in the region, with a 

specific focus on improving bike trails, transit service, and 

sidewalks.
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Q7) How would you rate the following in CBRM?
Answered: 640  Skipped: 9 
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Q17) Please indicate your comfort level with regard to walking for 
each of the following statements?

Answered: 564 Skipped: 85 
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Q18) Please indicate your comfort level with regard to biking for 
each of the following statements?

Answered: 537 Skipped: 112 

Biking on a paved multi-use trail

Biking on a gravel multi-use trail

Biking on the sidewalk
Biking on the sidewalk

Biking on arterial (major) streets, with painted bike lanes

Biking on arterial (major) streets, with wider curb lanes/shoulders

Biking on arterial (major) streets, sharing the road with vehicles

be overcome by new electric micromobility), and 19.18% 

said they were uninterested. 

Connectivity and distance are two of the biggest issues 

regarding the implementation of active transportation in 

the region. Future strategies should consider intra- and 

interconnectivity throughout the region, and methods of 

transport that are not physically strenuous like around 

coastal shorelines that are flat. Supporting new e-bike 

and e-scooter infrastructure could also eliminate the 

strenuous fears. Addressing safety, connectivity, and 

strenuousness in the strategy could win over some 

potential naysayers. 

Q16) If yes, why? (please check all that apply).

Over three-quarters (86.24%) of the survey respondents 

were interested in physical health and exercise, 68.04% 

wanted to improve their mental health, 60.20% were 

interested in the reduction in pollution. Similarly, 

53.81% were interested in reducing their reliance on 

fossil fuels. 42.26% were interested in AT for the social 

benefits, and 55.53% were interested in cost reduction. 

3.69% said they were interested in AT for other reasons. 

Overall, this suggests that CBRM’s population interest 

revolves around the use of AT for managing a healthy 

lifestyle. Future networks should focus on enabling 

physical activity. Secondary focus should be on strategies 

that reduce pollution and fossil fuel emissions. 

Q17 Please indicate your comfort level with regards to 
walking for each of the following statements: 

When asked about their comfort level regarding different 

walking environments, 47.49% of respondents felt 

very comfortable walking on the sidewalk (42.11% said 

comfortable, 5.56 said uncomfortable, 3.05% said very 

uncomfortable), walking on gravel multi-use trail (38.49% 

said very comfortable, 41.37% said comfortable, 9.53% 

said uncomfortable, and 5.94% said very comfortable), or 

on a paved multi-use trail (49.55% said very comfortable, 

37.73% said comfortable, 7.00% said uncomfortable, and 

2.51% said very uncomfortable) as the most enjoyable 

walking experiences. Comparatively, respondents 

rated walking on the shoulder of a rural road (31.07% 
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Q19) Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statements, regarding initiatives that might encourage you to 

walk or bike more often:
Answered: 491 Skipped: 158 

Improved sidewalk and pathway mainten-ance

More sidewalks and pathways

Im-proved road main-ten-ance

More bike lanes or paved shoulders for cycling (on-street)

More multi-use trails (off-street)

Better educa-tion for cyclists and pedes-trians

Better educa-tion for motor-ists 

Reduced traffic speeds
More bike parking at key destina-tions

Secure bike parking at work/school

Shower and locker rooms at work/school

Im-proved signage for bike and pedes-trian routes

A cycling and trails routes map

More connec-tions to key destina-tions (i.e. shop-ping, school, down-town)

No improve-ments are neces-sary, the existing trails and side-walks are meeting my needs

Nothing will encour-age me to walk more often
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Q10) How often do you travel to work/school using the following 
modes?

Answered: 550  Skipped: 99 

Q8) On average, how much time do you spend daily on the 
following activities?

The most popular forms of physical activity is walking, 

with biking and running a distant second. Almost 50% of 

respondents said they walked for 30mins to an hour per 

day. Most cyclists (22.39%) spend less than 30 minutes 

biking, or 30 minutes to an hour (12.12%). Runners 

(17.84%) spend less than 30 minutes or 30 minutes to an 

hour running, (9.61%). Walking for 30 minutes to an hour 

was the most popular form of physical activity (52.17% 

said 30 minutes). Additionally, respondents spent less 

than 30 minutes (16.59%) or 1-2 hours (20.45%) walking 

a day. Skateboarding and ATV’ing were the least popular 

activities. Skateboarding’s low popularity on the survey 

could be attributed to the lack of the youth response rate. 

This activity is specifically popular for teenagers and 

young adults; additional outreach may be required for a 

more accurate response.

Future AT routes should focus on systems encourage 

walking, cycling and running due to their popularity 

among residents.

Q9) How do you get around CBRM? 

Unsurprisingly, most respondents use the car regularly 

(83.28%) to get around CBRM. The second most popular 

transportation method was walking sometimes (37.88%) 

to regularly (29.18%). The fewest respondents use a 

wheelchair (0.73%) or skateboard regularly (0.92%). 

The majority of individuals using public transit relied 

on it rarely (18.51%). About 5% of the respondents cycle 

regularly or sometimes (16%). Carpoolers rarely used the 

service (16.85%), or sometimes (12.64%), but rarely used 

the service regularly (3.30%). Overall, inline skating/

skateboarding and wheelchair/motorized scooters were 

the least regularly used method of transportation. As 

previously stated, most respondents get around CBRM in 

their cars followed closely but less frequently by walking, 

then biking, then transit.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

N/A rarely sometimes regularly

Car/Truck

Public Transit
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Bicycle
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Motorized
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Q9) How do you get around the CBRM? Check all that apply
Answered: 627  Skipped: 22 
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1-2 hours More than 2 hours

Biking Walking Running Skateboarding ATV'ing

Q8) On average, how much time per day do you spend on the 
following activities?
Answered: 627  Skipped: 22 
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said very comfortable, 36.61% said uncomfortable, 21.79% said 

comfortable, and 6.25% said very comfortable), and walking on the 

shoulder of a town road (38.28% said very uncomfortable, 35.96% 

said uncomfortable, 18.42% said comfortable, and 4.11% said 

comfortable) as the most uncomfortable walking experiences. 

This suggests CBRM’s future AT plan should consider paving 

and broadening sidewalks to encourage use and improve the 

user’s overall experience. Gravel can be considered for multi-

use trails, but shoulder paths should be avoided.

Q18) Please indicate your comfort level with regards to biking for 
each of the following statements:

When asked about their biking preferences, the majority of 

respondents preferred biking on a paved multi-use trail (37.71% 

said very comfortable, and 26.08% said comfortable), biking on 

a gravel multi-use trail (24.1 6% said very comfortable, 29.03% 

said comfortable), and on minor residential streets (11.78% said 

very comfortable, 38.82% said comfortable) as their preferred 

place to bike. Major arterial streets with wider curb lanes/

shoulders (12.38% said very uncomfortable and 28.14% said 

uncomfortable) and sharing the road on major arterials (32.34% 

said very uncomfortable and 27.48% said uncomfortable) were 

disfavoured by the survey population. Future cycling plans 

should avoid implementing cycling lanes on major arterials and 

opt for multi-use trails or bike lanes on minor arterials. These 

implementations will enable rider comfort for future AT users. 

Q19) Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statements, regarding initiatives that might encourage you to walk 
or bike more often:

When offered different areas of potential improvement, 

respondents selected improved sidewalk and pathway 

maintenance (58.80%), more sidewalks and pathways (56.93%), 

improved road maintenance (62.60%), and more multi-use trails 

(off street) (53.46%) as the areas requiring the most attention. 

The initiatives that were the least responded to were shower and 

locker rooms at work/school (21.98%), reduced traffic speeds 

(23.37%), and more bike parking at key destinations (31.08%). 

Despite the fact that the three latter categories had the fewest 

respondents, at least 20% of the survey population flagged these 

areas as requiring attention and improvement. This suggests 

residents feel there are many areas requiring improvement to 

facilitate the implementation of CBRM’s AT network.

Q20) Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statements, regarding issues that may make you use your vehicle less

Most respondents felt an improved trail and bike system would 

increase the likelihood of them using a vehicle less. Access 

to carpool was the least popular improvement method (9.43%). 

6.93% of respondents said nothing would encourage them to 

drive their car less oftenThe need for connectivity and improved 

transportation networks has been strongly echoed throughout the 

survey document. As a result, connectivity and trail improvements 

should be the AT plan’s primary focus going forward.
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Q20) Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statements, regarding issues that may make you drive less:

Answered: 478 Skipped: 171 

Fuel prices greater than $1.50/L
Fuel prices less than $2.00/L

Convenient public transit system
Access to carpool Access to a Car Share (a vehicle available for communal use)

Improved trail and bike system
Nothing will en-courage me to drive my vehicle less often

Strongly Agree Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree Disagree
Strongly Disagree
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Survey 
Results
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30.34% 169

22.44% 125

38.42% 214

8.80% 49

Q13 If the walking/biking/transit infrastructure was improved in your
community, would you use it more frequently to get to work/school?

Answered: 557 Skipped: 92

TOTAL 557

No, it would notNo, it would not  makemake
  any differenceany difference
  No, it would not make
 any difference

Possibly more oftenPossibly more often  Possibly more often

Yes, deÀnitelyYes, deÀnitely  more oftenmore often  Yes, deÀnitely more often

Other (pleaseOther (please  specify)specify)  Other (please specify)

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

No, it would not make any difference

Possibly more often

Yes, definitely more often 

Other (please specify)

Q14)  If the walking/biking/transit infrastructure was improved in your 
community, would you use it more frequently to get to work/school?

Q16)  If yes, why? (Please check all that apply)

Cape Breton Regional Municipality Active Transportation Plan
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86.24% 351

68.06% 277

60.20% 245

53.81% 219

42.26% 172

55.53% 226

3.69% 15

Q16 If yes, why? (please check all that apply)
Answered: 407 Skipped: 242

Total Respondents: 407

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Physical
health and...

to improve my
mental health

to reduce
pollution

to reduce
reliance on...

For the social
benefits

To reduce costs

Other (please
specify)

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Physical health and exercise

to improve my mental health

to reduce pollution

to reduce reliance on fossil fuels

For the social benefits

To reduce costs

Other (please specify)

Q8)  On average, how much time per day do you spend on the 
following activities

Cape Breton Regional Municipality Active Transportation Plan

8 / 25

Q8 On average, how much time per day do you spend daily on the
following activities?

Answered: 627 Skipped: 22

58.75%
349

22.39%
133

12.12%
72

4.55%
27

2.19%
13 594 0.69

3.22%
20

16.59%
103

52.17%
324

20.45%
127

7.57%
47 621 2.13

67.41%
393

17.84%
104

9.61%
56

3.77%
22

1.37%
8 583 0.54

94.25%
541

3.31%
19

1.39%
8

0.35%
2

0.70%
4 574 0.10

89.24%
514

5.56%
32

1.91%
11

2.26%
13

1.04%
6 576 0.20
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Q7)  How would you rate the following in CBRM?

Cape Breton Regional Municipality Active Transportation Plan

7 / 25

Q7 How would you rate the following in CBRM?
Answered: 640 Skipped: 9
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37 636 2.70
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99
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76%2006 CBRM Commuting

2016 CBRM Commuting

2016 CANADA Commuting

Driving Car Passenger Transit OtherActive Transportation

12%
83%
74% 5 12 7

8%
2%

3%

6%
4%

Commuting Duration in CBRM

Mode of Commuting < 15 
mins

15 - 29 
mins

30 - 44 
mins

45 - 59 
mins

> 60 
mins Avg mins

Car, truck or van 43% 39% 13% 3% 2% 17.6

 Driver, alone 43% 40% 13% 2% 2% 17.5

 Ride-share to work 47% 34% 13% 3% 3% 18.2

Sustainable transportation 45% 26% 18% 6% 5% 20.1

 Public transit 14% 26% 37% 12% 11% 31.6

 Active transport 64% 26% 7% 1% 2% 12.8

Other method 36% 24% 18% 6% 15% 34.7

• 43% of CBRM's residents travel less than 15 minutes to work, 
equating approximately 10-15km distance in urban areas

• 10-15 represents the ideal distance for a commuter using AT to 
travel, suggesting almost half of CBRM's commuter population 
lives within a suitable distance for favourable commuting.

• CBRM should promote intensifying through densifcation rather 
than sprawl to save the municpality money and protect the 
region's natural assets.

• Denser urban centres enable shorter travel times, thereby 
incentivizing residents to use AT methods to access amenities 
and workplaces throughout their communities.

Commuting in 
CBRM 

CBRM Average Commuting Duration

CBRM - 2006 and 2016 Commuting Methods



Each 1% change represents 340 people in CBRM shifting their 
behaviour from one mode of transportation to another

 2042 ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION
AND INTEGRATED MOBILITY TARGETS
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TARGETS
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MINIMUM TARGETS

This plan lays out the next 20 years of AT 
investment within the municipality, focusing 
on locations able to:

• Increase AT participation and reduce residents’ 
reliance on cars

• Create greater social equity and improve peoples lives 
in measurable ways

• Leverage the economic benefits and reduce municipal 
costs of traditional transportation network expansion 
and maintenance

• Improve safety for vulnerable populations like youth 
and seniors. 

Work Commuting Targets for the AT Plan

• The commuting targets of this 20-year plan aim to 
change the modal split in CBRM by:

• Doubling the walking commuting from 4.1% in CBRM 
to 8% 

• Increasing cycling or assisted mobility commuting 
from 0.2% to 6% 

• Increasing transit commuting from 2.7% to 7% 

• Increasing the % ride share from 8.4% to 12% of all 
private vehicle trips.

• Decreasing private vehicle trips from 82% to no more 
than 70%
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CBRM’S 15 MINUTE DRIVING COMMUTER POPULATION (42% OF ALL COMMUTES) RESULTS IN:

EVERY 1% INCREASE IN AT COMMUTING IN CBRM (352 PEOPLE) RESULTS IN :

98 MILLION KM DRIVEN EVERY YEAR

CREATES 33,600 TONS CO2

410 TON REDUCTION IN CO2

11.5 MILLION LITRES OF FUEL CONSUMED

139K LITRE REDUCTION OF FUEL

REDUCTION IN 926 BARRELS OF OIL

EQUIVALENT OF 274 HOMES 
ELECTRICITY USE FOR 1 YR

$195,000 TOTAL SAVINGS FROM FUEL OR $550 
SAVINGS PER PERSON PER YR

1.18 MILLION KM REDUCTION IN DRIVING

THE ENVIRONMENTAL
  BENEFITS OF ACTIVE 
TRANSPORTATION



L E G E N D
Concrete Sidewalks

Blue Route Shoulder

On-road Bike Lane

Paved Cycleway

Paved Trails

Unpaved Mixed Use Trail

Figure 2.5 Built 2008 AT Plan
This plan shows what AT elements have 
been built since the adoption of the 2008 
AT Plan. Though there have been many 
kilometres of new sidewalks, the major 
recognized AT projects have included 
the Whitney Pier Community Heritage 
Trail, the Greenlink Trail system, the 

Westmount Walking Loop, the George 
Street bike lanes, the SPAR Rd paved 
shoulders, the Maryann Corbett Trail, and 
several kilometres of Blue Route along with 
many kilometres of new sidewalk radiating 
from neighbourhoods to the region’s 
downtowns.
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Figure 2.11 CBRM Bus Routes 2021
There are currently 13 bus routes plus an express 
route servicing CBRM. In a rural context, transit 
can reduce the number of drivers throughout the 
municipality while connecting remote communities. 
Most buses in CBRM have bike racks and there is a 
dedicated handi-trans charter service for disabled 
residents. Future AT routes should connect dense 
neighbourhoods to bus stops wherever possible 

making transit more accessible to the populated 
communities of CBRM. Whenever possible, bus routes 
through populated areas should include sidewalks on 
the side of the street that has a bus stop(s). Integrating 
AT with transit to maximize integrated mobility 
should be a high priority of the municipality.
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L E G E N D
0-25 people/km2

25-500 people/km2

500-1k people/km2

1k-2.5k people/km2

Figure 2.6 CBRM Population Density
Only about 1.2% of CBRM’s area is urbanized 
with over 25 people per km2. AT infrastructure 
will be most utilized where population 
densities warrant their  regular use so higher 
density areas should be prioritized. Other 
areas (shown in light green) are simply too 
sparsely populated and sprawling to achieve a 
high level of AT use. The exception to this is the 
provincial Blue Route which is mostly located 

in scenic coastal areas of rural CBRM and will 
be developed by the province.

In the map above, the Blue areas should be 
targeted as high priorities, followed by the 
orange areas and then the yellow areas. The 
exceptions are inter-community connections 
like between Sydney River and downtown 
Sydney, and other important commuter 
connections
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L E G E N D
Level 1 - Urban Street

Level 2 - Urban Street

Level 3 - Urban Street

Level 4 - Urban Street

Level 1 - Regional Road

Level 2 - Rural Road

Level 3 - Rural Road

Level 4 - Rural Road

Level 5 - Road

Figure 2.8 Road Hierarchy
CBRM prioritizes their roads according to 
traffic volumes with Level 1 as a primary urban 
arterial for main streets in CBD’s. Level 2 are the 
major urban collectors for streets emanating 
from the cores. Level 3 are the minor urban 
collectors channelling neighbourhood traffic 
to urban and suburban collectors. Level 4 are 
the neighbourhood through streets used for 
local traffic. While the level 1 and 2 streets 
are prioritized for vehicle traffic, they may or 
may not be suitable for AT depending if there 

is room for additional facilities or depending 
on the number of driveway crossings (which 
reduces safety). Generally AT should focus on 
Urban/Suburban streets with the exception of 
Blue Routes. The road hierarchy though is not a 
predictor of AT suitability since its emphasis is 
on moving vehicles. But, these road hierarchies 
do demonstrate the hierarchy of traffic volumes 
which is a good indicator of AT priorities and 
connections that may be needed.
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Figure 2.9 CBRM Sidewalks - 2021
According to the Crosswalk Strategy (2017), 
CBRM has built and maintains over 365 
kilometers of public sidewalk . This includes 
1,438 crosswalks in total, and more specifically, 
109 of these are signalized and 22 are equipped 
with audible signals. The sidewalks are in 
varying conditions from poor to new. CBRM 
oversees the maintenance on sidewalks on an 
as-needed basis as funds become available in 
various communities. 

Sidewalks are valued in and around the schools 

of the municipality and where lacking, should 
be installed as part of this plan. The walking 
distance standards for elementary students in 
CBRM is 1km and for middle school and high 
school, it is 2km. Accordingly, all roads within 
0.5km of a school should have sidewalk on one 
side and all Level 1 - 4 Urban Streets within 1km 
of elementary and within 2km of middle and 
high schools should have sidewalks on at least 
one side of the road. These sidewalks should be 
in good conditions.
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Figure 2.15 Schools
There are seventeen elementary schools and 
seven junior high schools servicing the AT plan’s 
area of interest. Tne standard walking distance 
for elementary school students is 1km, and 2km 
for junior and high school students.To promote 
active transportation among CBRM’s younger 
generation and their caretakers, future networks 

should prioritize connections from residential 
areas to schools. Since these routes will primarily 
serve younger populations, they should focus on 
safety while maximizing effiency. Lastly, future AT 
priorities should prioritize the route’s proximity to 
exisiting schools.

L E G E N D
Elementary School

Junior/High School

1km Buffer

2km Buffer
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L E G E N D
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Track
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Figure 2.10 Municipal Parks
The CBRM offers a range of recreational facilities, 
open spaces, and beaches throughout the region. 
Offering AT users destination points improves 
the overall use of the network for both daily 
commuters and recreational activity. The future 
AT network should focus on the existing location 
of parks, schools, and beaches to determine a 
route and wayfinding strategy allowing future 

users to navigate and connect to these amenities. 
Larger sports field facilities could be important 
destinations for commuting while smaller 
recreational parks  serve local communities 
and are likely not commute destinations which 
would be targeted for AT infrastructure beyond 
sidewalks.
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L E G E N D
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Figure 2.16 Services and Institutions
Within each of CBRM’s communities, there 
are several public institutions serving the 
communities. To ensure the AT network will be 
well-used and responsive to community needs, 
future plans should consider the locations 

of these services within the inter- and intra- 
community context. Specific attention should 
be paid towards connecting AT networks to 
colleges/university, libraries and hospitals.
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AT Scoring
AT Scoring Matrix
• To prioritize the placement of AT networks, a scoring matrix 

was created

• The matrix ranks different community assets and 
their distance to community amenities and important 
characteristics, such as: 

•  proximity to education centers

• land ownership, if the route is located on a rail line

•  population density

•  distance to downtown

• The higher the ranking, the greater priority the project 
receives

Steps
 1. Multiply the criteria score by the sub-criteria score

 2. If multiple sub-criteria apply, perform step 1 for each 
sub-criteria

 3. Add up the subtotal scores

AT Priorities Based on Score
• High priority: > 75 points

• Medium priority: 50-75 points

• Low priority: 20-50 points

• <20 should not be built without a logical rationale

1

Criteria Criteria 
Score

Sub-Criteria 
Score

Sub-Total

Projects should be able to assure a high degree of use by the local community (e.g. hundreds of user 
per day vs dozens of users per day) by linking dense population centres to high desire destinations 
(work, school, parks, etc.). 

10

> 1000 people/km2 1 10 Steps. 

500-1000 people/km2 0.9 1. Multiply the Criteria score by the Sub-criteria Score

25-500 people/km2 0.8 2. If multiple sub-criteria apply, perform step 1 for each sub-criteria

<25 people/km 0.5 3. Add up the Sub-total Scores

Projects that can be coordinated with future public works capital investments to create new 
complete streets should be prioritized. 9

Combine with other Capital Works project 1 9

Land owned by CBRM 1 9

Funding Stream availability 0.5 4.5

Each project should be able to measurably reduce people’s reliance on motor vehicle transportation 
in CBRM. The intent is to reduce vehicle commuting and increasing AT use or transit use for 
commuting to work, school, or to complete day-to-day activities that might otherwise require travel 
by car. Projects should decrease traffic congestion and promote a modal shift to transit and active 
transportation in CBRM.

8

Directly Connects to or within a downtown 1

Within 2km of a downtown 0.5 4

Within 1km of an elementary school 0.7 5.6

Within 2km of an junior or high school 0.4

Within 0.5km of a park that has courts or sportsfields serving 20 or more sports participants 0.4

Projects should promote social equity amongst CBRM’s vulnerable populations (youth, seniors, those 
in poverty, those with disabilities) reducing the requirement for car ownership to participate in 
society, education or the local economy.

7

Avg Residential Property Assessment within 1km of the project < $150,000 1 7

Project is within 1km of a school 0.5 3.5

Project is within 0.5km of a seniors home with more than 20 seniors 0.5

Project is within 2km of a CBU or NSCC 0.5 3.5

Project directly connects to a bus routes 0.25 1.75

Projects that extend or improve upon the existing AT network to increase the connectivity of the 
network should be a priority. 6

Project Connects to an existing AT Network 1 6

Project is within 0.5km of an existing AT Network 0.5

Projects should ensure travel by active transportation is easier, safer, more convenient and more 
enjoyable than travelling by car. 5

Project is on an inactive rail line 1 5

Project is on a road that has less than 4 driveways per 100m avg. 0.5

Project has scenic views of the ocean 0.3 1.5

Projects should focus on the needs of local residents first, but if the goals compliment tourism, that 
would be considered an added bonus. 3

Project serves the local residents but would also help drive touristm 0.5 1.5

Projects should improve the design of complete communities in CBRM 2
Projects are integrated into new subdivisions or urban developments with over 100 units 1 2

Projects within 0.5km of a new development (<5 years old) with over 100 units 0.5

Total 73.85

Proposed AT Project Name :

1

Criteria Criteria 
Score

Sub-Criteria 
Score

Sub-Total

Projects should be able to assure a high degree of use by the local community (e.g. hundreds of user 
per day vs dozens of users per day) by linking dense population centres to high desire destinations 
(work, school, parks, etc.). 

10

> 1000 people/km2 1 10 Steps. 

500-1000 people/km2 0.9 1. Multiply the Criteria score by the Sub-criteria Score

25-500 people/km2 0.8 2. If multiple sub-criteria apply, perform step 1 for each sub-criteria

<25 people/km 0.5 3. Add up the Sub-total Scores

Projects that can be coordinated with future public works capital investments to create new 
complete streets should be prioritized. 9

Combine with other Capital Works project 1 9

Land owned by CBRM 1 9

Funding Stream availability 0.5 4.5

Each project should be able to measurably reduce people’s reliance on motor vehicle transportation 
in CBRM. The intent is to reduce vehicle commuting and increasing AT use or transit use for 
commuting to work, school, or to complete day-to-day activities that might otherwise require travel 
by car. Projects should decrease traffic congestion and promote a modal shift to transit and active 
transportation in CBRM.

8

Directly Connects to or within a downtown 1

Within 2km of a downtown 0.5 4

Within 1km of an elementary school 0.7 5.6

Within 2km of an junior or high school 0.4

Within 0.5km of a park that has courts or sportsfields serving 20 or more sports participants 0.4

Projects should promote social equity amongst CBRM’s vulnerable populations (youth, seniors, those 
in poverty, those with disabilities) reducing the requirement for car ownership to participate in 
society, education or the local economy.

7

Avg Residential Property Assessment within 1km of the project < $150,000 1 7

Project is within 1km of a school 0.5 3.5

Project is within 0.5km of a seniors home with more than 20 seniors 0.5

Project is within 2km of a CBU or NSCC 0.5 3.5

Project directly connects to a bus routes 0.25 1.75

Projects that extend or improve upon the existing AT network to increase the connectivity of the 
network should be a priority. 6

Project Connects to an existing AT Network 1 6

Project is within 0.5km of an existing AT Network 0.5

Projects should ensure travel by active transportation is easier, safer, more convenient and more 
enjoyable than travelling by car. 5

Project is on an inactive rail line 1 5

Project is on a road that has less than 4 driveways per 100m avg. 0.5

Project has scenic views of the ocean 0.3 1.5

Projects should focus on the needs of local residents first, but if the goals compliment tourism, that 
would be considered an added bonus. 3

Project serves the local residents but would also help drive touristm 0.5 1.5

Projects should improve the design of complete communities in CBRM 2
Projects are integrated into new subdivisions or urban developments with over 100 units 1 2

Projects within 0.5km of a new development (<5 years old) with over 100 units 0.5

Total 73.85

Proposed AT Project Name :

Table 1-1 AT Project Scoring Criteria Matrix. Sample Scoring Sheet

AT Priorities Based on Score:
High priority: > 75 points 

Med Priority: 50-75 points

Low priority: 20-50 points

< 20 should not be built without a logical rationale.6 |    C B R M  A T  P L A N  2 0 2 2



Wayfinding 
and Signage

RGB 26 31 86
HEX 1A1F57
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HEX 2E9592
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HEX FCCC5C
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AT Typologies
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Figure 5.24 Raised Bike Lane at Transit Stop

Figure 5.25 Raised Bike Lane at Transit Stop Figure 5.26 Raised Bike Lane at Transit Stop
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Separated sidewalks represent the vast majority of dedicated 
pedestrian infrastructure within the urban environment. 
Separated sidewalks are typically located within, and parallel 
to the right-of-way of the adjacent roadway. Sidewalks are 
usually mandated by local roadway design standards and 
cross-section requirements and are recommended on 
all urban roadway types from local to arterial roadways. 
On higher volume roadways, sidewalks are required on 
both sides of the roadway, unless there is a distinct lack of 
pedestrian demand.  Additionally - in urban areas where 
vehicle volumes are reduced and speeds are sufficiently slow - 
sidewalks may be provided on only one side of the roadway.

PEDESTRIAN ZONE

The pedestrian zone is the space that must be clear for 
pedestrian use, and therefore cannot include any permanent 
or temporary obstructions. Zone widths are dictated by the 
ability of the pedestrian traffic to navigate past other users of 
the sidewalks. Therefore in lower volume environments with 
basic roadway cross sections, widths tend to fall within the 
lower limit ranges of the table presented in the tables below. 

In commercial or high volume pedestrian environments, the 
pedestrian zone can be defined as an Enhanced Pedestrian 
Zone. In this specific circumstance, widths commonly fall 
within the upper limits of the range.  These higher volume 
situations may include areas such as busy commercial areas, 
cruise passenger accommodation and school zones where 
widths should be determined based on crowd capacity and 
required room to manoeuvrer.

1
PEDESTRIAN 
ZONE

Practical 
Lower 
Limit

RECOMMENDED
Practical 
Upper LimitLower 

Limit
Upper 
Limit

Width (m)
<400 
ped/15mins

1.5 1.8 2.0 Roadside 
Width

Width (m)
>400 
ped/15mins

2.0 2.25 3.0+ Roadside 
Width

2

1

3

1

5 .6 S E PAR ATE D S I DEWALKS

Table 5-11 Pedestrian Zone

 | 143M U LTI - USE FACI LITI ES

5 .14 M IXE D FACI LITI ES
Multi-use facilities are designed for use by more than one group of 
active transportation users. The previous sections discussed facilities 
that were specifically design for pedestrians, and then for cyclists. 

MULTI-USE PATHS

The most common application of mixed use pathways are those 
located off-street. Figure 5.27 demonstrates fully separated pathways; 
Figure 5.28 demonstrates a multi-use pathway parallel to a roadway 
corridor. 

Multi-use pathways are typically designed to accommodate a wide 
variety of users,such as pedestrians and bicycles. Additional alternate 
uses - such as skateboarding, in-line skating, kick scooters, and 
other similar mode - can be accommodated on multi-use pathways. 
More recently, multi-use pathways have become increasingly used 
by electronic modes of travel, such as: electric scooters, hover 
boards, electric and gas powered bicycles. Looking further, various 
municipalities permit the use of Off-Highway Vehicles (OHVs) / All-
Terrain Vehicles (ATVs) on multi-use trails.

The most common locations for multi-use pathways are along 
corridors that have limited interaction with vehicles at intersections 
or driveways and may include:

 » Parallel to roads and highways

 » Parallel to or within railway corridors, including rails-to-trails 
initiatives

 » Within utility corridors

 » Within greenway corridors 

 » Other situations, such as: through parks, adjacent to water 
features, or cross country connections to multiple adjacent AT 
facilities.

Bike Paths
Practical 
Lower 
Limit

RECOMMENDED Practical 
Upper 
LimitLower 

Limit
Upper 
Limit

Width (m)
Uni-directional

1.5 1.8 2.5 3.0

Width (m)
Bi-directional

2.4 3.0 3.6 4.0

Multi-use Path
Practical 
Lower 
Limit

RECOMMENDED Practical 
Upper 
LimitLower 

Limit
Upper 
Limit

Width (m) 2.7 3.0 6.0 6.0

In built-up land use and higher density development 
areas, separating pedestrians from cyclists becomes 

more important. Where development is located on both 
sides of the road, consideration should be given to uni-

directional bikeways (protected bike lanes)

Figure 5.27 Rural Multi-Use Pathway

Figure 5.28 Multi-Use Pathway Next to Roadway
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SEPARATING BIKES AND PEDESTRIANS

Multi-use paths can mix pedestrians and cyclists, or 
separate pedestrians and cyclists. The TAC Geometric 
Design Guide provides the following guidance for when to 
separate transportation modes:

 » > 20% pedestrians and total user volumes > 33 
persons per hour per meter of path width (i.e. 1.8 
meter width requires total volume of 60 pph)

 » < 20% pedestrians and total user volumes > 50 
persons/hr/meter width. 

LIGHTING

As with all AT facilities, adequate lighting is critical for the 
safe and comfortable use of multi-use facilities. Lighting 
should, at a minimum, be provided at intersections 
(typically 25 meters in advance) and crossing points or 
other areas where potential conflicts or user confusion 
may be likely (hills, corners, high volume driveways, 
bridge crossings, etc.).

Many multi-use trails can be of significant length and 
may be well separated from an adjacent roadway. In 
these situations, street light may help in illuminating the 
pathway. It may be cost prohibitive to provide lighting 
along its entire length. Practical lighting level is a critical 
planning item and depends on the location of the facility, 
expected time of use, need for AAA conformity, alternate 
lighting sources, and more.

AT DRIVEWAYS

As previously noted, multi-use pathways are best used 
when there is limited side road interference from 
driveways and intersections. Where crossings are 
required, appropriate signage and pavement marking s 
are critical for guidance. Wherever possible, the multi-use 
trail should be given the priority; driveways or low-volume 
minor roads should be required to stop or yield to bicycle 
and pedestrian traffic. Figure 5.33 to 36 demonstrate how 
guidance can be offered to both pedestrians and cyclists 
in this situation.

Figure 5.29 Basic Shared 
Multi-Use Pathway

Figure 5.30 Separated Multi-
Use Pathway - Paint Line or 
Curb Separation

Figure 5.31 Separated Multi-
Use Pathway - Boulevard 
Separation

Figure 5.32 Separated Multi-
Use Pathway - Median and 
Furniture Separation
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Protected bike lanes are facilities dedicated to bicycle traffic - and in 
some cases - alternative travel modes such as scooters, in line skates, 
skateboards, etc. Generally, protected bike lanes are located within 
a road right-of-way. The defining characteristic of this typology is 
the physical separation of the bicycle zone from the vehicular traffic. 
These facilities share may similarities to buffered bike lanes and are 
best suited for roadways with higher vehicle speeds and/or volumes, 
and roadways with multiple lanes in each direction.

Protected bike lanes are defined by the:

 » Furnishing Zone - provides separation between the pedestrian 
and bicycle through zones.

 » Bicycle Through Zone - the clear operational space for cyclists

 » Street Buffer Zone - physical separation between the bicycle 
through zone and roadway operations.

Different design choices can be made for each of these zones 
and may require decisions on trade offs between each zone. The 
following general principles should be considered:

 » Vertical and horizontal changes should be minimized

 » Width selection depends on bicycle volumes and speeds 

 » Street buffer should provide adequate horizontal separation 
from vehicles, including loading activities

 » Furnishing zone should discourage pedestrians from walking 
in the bicycle zone.

Maintenance and snow removal equipment for 
separated facilities are important considerations. 
Operational constraints often reside on each side 
of the bicycle through lane

5 .11 S E PAR ATE D B I KEWAYS -  PROTECTE D B I KE LAN ES
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Figure 5.33 Multi-use Path Crossing - Setback from Pedestrian

Figure 5.35 Multi-use Path Crossing - Shared Space

Figure 5.34 Separated Multi-Use Path Crossing
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Figure 5.24 Raised Bike Lane at Transit Stop

Figure 5.25 Raised Bike Lane at Transit Stop Figure 5.26 Raised Bike Lane at Transit Stop
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Separated sidewalks represent the vast majority of dedicated 
pedestrian infrastructure within the urban environment. 
Separated sidewalks are typically located within, and parallel 
to the right-of-way of the adjacent roadway. Sidewalks are 
usually mandated by local roadway design standards and 
cross-section requirements and are recommended on 
all urban roadway types from local to arterial roadways. 
On higher volume roadways, sidewalks are required on 
both sides of the roadway, unless there is a distinct lack of 
pedestrian demand.  Additionally - in urban areas where 
vehicle volumes are reduced and speeds are sufficiently slow - 
sidewalks may be provided on only one side of the roadway.

PEDESTRIAN ZONE

The pedestrian zone is the space that must be clear for 
pedestrian use, and therefore cannot include any permanent 
or temporary obstructions. Zone widths are dictated by the 
ability of the pedestrian traffic to navigate past other users of 
the sidewalks. Therefore in lower volume environments with 
basic roadway cross sections, widths tend to fall within the 
lower limit ranges of the table presented in the tables below. 

In commercial or high volume pedestrian environments, the 
pedestrian zone can be defined as an Enhanced Pedestrian 
Zone. In this specific circumstance, widths commonly fall 
within the upper limits of the range.  These higher volume 
situations may include areas such as busy commercial areas, 
cruise passenger accommodation and school zones where 
widths should be determined based on crowd capacity and 
required room to manoeuvrer.

1
PEDESTRIAN 
ZONE

Practical 
Lower 
Limit

RECOMMENDED
Practical 
Upper LimitLower 

Limit
Upper 
Limit

Width (m)
<400 
ped/15mins

1.5 1.8 2.0 Roadside 
Width

Width (m)
>400 
ped/15mins

2.0 2.25 3.0+ Roadside 
Width

2

1

3

1

5 .6 S E PAR ATE D S I DEWALKS

Table 5-11 Pedestrian Zone
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5 .14 M IXE D FACI LITI ES
Multi-use facilities are designed for use by more than one group of 
active transportation users. The previous sections discussed facilities 
that were specifically design for pedestrians, and then for cyclists. 

MULTI-USE PATHS

The most common application of mixed use pathways are those 
located off-street. Figure 5.27 demonstrates fully separated pathways; 
Figure 5.28 demonstrates a multi-use pathway parallel to a roadway 
corridor. 

Multi-use pathways are typically designed to accommodate a wide 
variety of users,such as pedestrians and bicycles. Additional alternate 
uses - such as skateboarding, in-line skating, kick scooters, and 
other similar mode - can be accommodated on multi-use pathways. 
More recently, multi-use pathways have become increasingly used 
by electronic modes of travel, such as: electric scooters, hover 
boards, electric and gas powered bicycles. Looking further, various 
municipalities permit the use of Off-Highway Vehicles (OHVs) / All-
Terrain Vehicles (ATVs) on multi-use trails.

The most common locations for multi-use pathways are along 
corridors that have limited interaction with vehicles at intersections 
or driveways and may include:

 » Parallel to roads and highways

 » Parallel to or within railway corridors, including rails-to-trails 
initiatives

 » Within utility corridors

 » Within greenway corridors 

 » Other situations, such as: through parks, adjacent to water 
features, or cross country connections to multiple adjacent AT 
facilities.

Bike Paths
Practical 
Lower 
Limit

RECOMMENDED Practical 
Upper 
LimitLower 

Limit
Upper 
Limit

Width (m)
Uni-directional

1.5 1.8 2.5 3.0

Width (m)
Bi-directional

2.4 3.0 3.6 4.0

Multi-use Path
Practical 
Lower 
Limit

RECOMMENDED Practical 
Upper 
LimitLower 

Limit
Upper 
Limit

Width (m) 2.7 3.0 6.0 6.0

In built-up land use and higher density development 
areas, separating pedestrians from cyclists becomes 

more important. Where development is located on both 
sides of the road, consideration should be given to uni-

directional bikeways (protected bike lanes)

Figure 5.27 Rural Multi-Use Pathway

Figure 5.28 Multi-Use Pathway Next to Roadway
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SEPARATING BIKES AND PEDESTRIANS

Multi-use paths can mix pedestrians and cyclists, or 
separate pedestrians and cyclists. The TAC Geometric 
Design Guide provides the following guidance for when to 
separate transportation modes:

 » > 20% pedestrians and total user volumes > 33 
persons per hour per meter of path width (i.e. 1.8 
meter width requires total volume of 60 pph)

 » < 20% pedestrians and total user volumes > 50 
persons/hr/meter width. 

LIGHTING

As with all AT facilities, adequate lighting is critical for the 
safe and comfortable use of multi-use facilities. Lighting 
should, at a minimum, be provided at intersections 
(typically 25 meters in advance) and crossing points or 
other areas where potential conflicts or user confusion 
may be likely (hills, corners, high volume driveways, 
bridge crossings, etc.).

Many multi-use trails can be of significant length and 
may be well separated from an adjacent roadway. In 
these situations, street light may help in illuminating the 
pathway. It may be cost prohibitive to provide lighting 
along its entire length. Practical lighting level is a critical 
planning item and depends on the location of the facility, 
expected time of use, need for AAA conformity, alternate 
lighting sources, and more.

AT DRIVEWAYS

As previously noted, multi-use pathways are best used 
when there is limited side road interference from 
driveways and intersections. Where crossings are 
required, appropriate signage and pavement marking s 
are critical for guidance. Wherever possible, the multi-use 
trail should be given the priority; driveways or low-volume 
minor roads should be required to stop or yield to bicycle 
and pedestrian traffic. Figure 5.33 to 36 demonstrate how 
guidance can be offered to both pedestrians and cyclists 
in this situation.

Figure 5.29 Basic Shared 
Multi-Use Pathway

Figure 5.30 Separated Multi-
Use Pathway - Paint Line or 
Curb Separation

Figure 5.31 Separated Multi-
Use Pathway - Boulevard 
Separation

Figure 5.32 Separated Multi-
Use Pathway - Median and 
Furniture Separation
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Protected bike lanes are facilities dedicated to bicycle traffic - and in 
some cases - alternative travel modes such as scooters, in line skates, 
skateboards, etc. Generally, protected bike lanes are located within 
a road right-of-way. The defining characteristic of this typology is 
the physical separation of the bicycle zone from the vehicular traffic. 
These facilities share may similarities to buffered bike lanes and are 
best suited for roadways with higher vehicle speeds and/or volumes, 
and roadways with multiple lanes in each direction.

Protected bike lanes are defined by the:

 » Furnishing Zone - provides separation between the pedestrian 
and bicycle through zones.

 » Bicycle Through Zone - the clear operational space for cyclists

 » Street Buffer Zone - physical separation between the bicycle 
through zone and roadway operations.

Different design choices can be made for each of these zones 
and may require decisions on trade offs between each zone. The 
following general principles should be considered:

 » Vertical and horizontal changes should be minimized

 » Width selection depends on bicycle volumes and speeds 

 » Street buffer should provide adequate horizontal separation 
from vehicles, including loading activities

 » Furnishing zone should discourage pedestrians from walking 
in the bicycle zone.

Maintenance and snow removal equipment for 
separated facilities are important considerations. 
Operational constraints often reside on each side 
of the bicycle through lane

5 .11 S E PAR ATE D B I KEWAYS -  PROTECTE D B I KE LAN ES
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Figure 5.33 Multi-use Path Crossing - Setback from Pedestrian

Figure 5.35 Multi-use Path Crossing - Shared Space

Figure 5.34 Separated Multi-Use Path Crossing
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Separated sidewalks represent the vast majority of dedicated 
pedestrian infrastructure within the urban environment. 
Separated sidewalks are typically located within, and parallel 
to the right-of-way of the adjacent roadway. Sidewalks are 
usually mandated by local roadway design standards and 
cross-section requirements and are recommended on 
all urban roadway types from local to arterial roadways. 
On higher volume roadways, sidewalks are required on 
both sides of the roadway, unless there is a distinct lack of 
pedestrian demand.  Additionally - in urban areas where 
vehicle volumes are reduced and speeds are sufficiently slow - 
sidewalks may be provided on only one side of the roadway.

PEDESTRIAN ZONE

The pedestrian zone is the space that must be clear for 
pedestrian use, and therefore cannot include any permanent 
or temporary obstructions. Zone widths are dictated by the 
ability of the pedestrian traffic to navigate past other users of 
the sidewalks. Therefore in lower volume environments with 
basic roadway cross sections, widths tend to fall within the 
lower limit ranges of the table presented in the tables below. 

In commercial or high volume pedestrian environments, the 
pedestrian zone can be defined as an Enhanced Pedestrian 
Zone. In this specific circumstance, widths commonly fall 
within the upper limits of the range.  These higher volume 
situations may include areas such as busy commercial areas, 
cruise passenger accommodation and school zones where 
widths should be determined based on crowd capacity and 
required room to manoeuvrer.

1
PEDESTRIAN 
ZONE

Practical 
Lower 
Limit

RECOMMENDED
Practical 
Upper LimitLower 

Limit
Upper 
Limit

Width (m)
<400 
ped/15mins

1.5 1.8 2.0 Roadside 
Width

Width (m)
>400 
ped/15mins

2.0 2.25 3.0+ Roadside 
Width

2

1

3

1
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Figure 5.24 Raised Bike Lane at Transit Stop

Figure 5.25 Raised Bike Lane at Transit Stop Figure 5.26 Raised Bike Lane at Transit Stop
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SEPARATING BIKES AND PEDESTRIANS

Multi-use paths can mix pedestrians and cyclists, or 
separate pedestrians and cyclists. The TAC Geometric 
Design Guide provides the following guidance for when to 
separate transportation modes:

 » > 20% pedestrians and total user volumes > 33 
persons per hour per meter of path width (i.e. 1.8 
meter width requires total volume of 60 pph)

 » < 20% pedestrians and total user volumes > 50 
persons/hr/meter width. 

LIGHTING

As with all AT facilities, adequate lighting is critical for the 
safe and comfortable use of multi-use facilities. Lighting 
should, at a minimum, be provided at intersections 
(typically 25 meters in advance) and crossing points or 
other areas where potential conflicts or user confusion 
may be likely (hills, corners, high volume driveways, 
bridge crossings, etc.).

Many multi-use trails can be of significant length and 
may be well separated from an adjacent roadway. In 
these situations, street light may help in illuminating the 
pathway. It may be cost prohibitive to provide lighting 
along its entire length. Practical lighting level is a critical 
planning item and depends on the location of the facility, 
expected time of use, need for AAA conformity, alternate 
lighting sources, and more.

AT DRIVEWAYS

As previously noted, multi-use pathways are best used 
when there is limited side road interference from 
driveways and intersections. Where crossings are 
required, appropriate signage and pavement marking s 
are critical for guidance. Wherever possible, the multi-use 
trail should be given the priority; driveways or low-volume 
minor roads should be required to stop or yield to bicycle 
and pedestrian traffic. Figure 5.33 to 36 demonstrate how 
guidance can be offered to both pedestrians and cyclists 
in this situation.

Figure 5.29 Basic Shared 
Multi-Use Pathway

Figure 5.30 Separated Multi-
Use Pathway - Paint Line or 
Curb Separation

Figure 5.31 Separated Multi-
Use Pathway - Boulevard 
Separation

Figure 5.32 Separated Multi-
Use Pathway - Median and 
Furniture Separation

Sidewalk Typologies Bike Lane Treatments Multi-use Pathways

AT Typologies



AT Plan Cost 
Estimates

New Waterford
• Bicycle Lanes, Bicycle 

Boulevards

• Cost total: $685,750.00

Glace Bay and 
Dominion
• Multi-use Trail, Bicycle Lane, 

Bicycle Boulevard, Sidewalk

• Cost total: $3,813,360.00

Sydney Mines
• Bicycle Boulevard, Bike Lane

• Cost total: $498,160.00

North Sydney
• Bicycle Lanes, Sidewalk, 

Multi-use Trails, and Bicycle 

Boulevards

• Cost total: $1,777.638.00

Louisbourg
• Bicycle Lanes, Multi-use Trails, 

Bicycle Boulevards

• Cost total: $912,470.00

Sydney
• Bicycle Lanes, Bicycle 

Boulevards, Multi-use Trails. 

Sidewalks

• Cost total: $9,257,690.00 

Whitney Pier
• Bicycle Lanes, Multi-use Trails, 

and Sidewalks

• Cost total: $948,480.00

Westmount
• Bicycle Lanes, Multi-use Trails, 

Bicycle Boulevards

• Cost total: $3,403,660.00

Sydney River
• Bicycle Lanes, Multi-use Trails, 

Bicycle Boulevard, Trails

• Cost total: $1,904,110.00

Whitney Pier

Membertou

Sydney

Sydney River
Coxsheath

WestmountBicycle Lanes

Multi-use Trail

Bicycle Boulevard

Blue Route 

Sidewalks



WESTMOUNT, COXHEATH, SYDNEY RIVER, SYDNEY & WHITNEY PIER

Assuming the G&W rail line is maintained to NovaPorte, and that 

the remaining rail line east of the Sydport Access Road can be 

leased, the following AT network is imagined for the life of this plan

WESTMOUNT / Coxheath

Priority Length Location Type Description

1 Med 8.9 km Westmount 
Rd /Sydport 
Access Rd /

Bike Lane

The Westmount bike lanes will complement the recently built 
sidewalks on the Westmount Road providing linkages to the Coast 
Guard College, NovaPorte, Mackenzie College, the Sydport Industrial 
Park, and the community of Westmount by linking to downtown 
Sydney. The average slope of this route is very flat at 2.2% with a few 
hundred metres of 6-8% road extending from the waterfront to the 
Sobeys plaza. The existing road width is about 10.5m and will be easy 
to retrofit. 

2 Low 1.3 km Sydport 
Access Bike Lane This short stretch of bike lane will connect the Westmount bike loop to 

the Sydport Industrial Park. Should the NovaPorte come online, this 
would increase the priority to medium priority.

3 Med 4.5 km
G&W Rail 
-Sydport 
Rd. to Lewis 
Dr.

Multi-Use Trail
If the G&W rail line east of the Sydport Access Road to Lewis Dr. can be 
leased, this multi-use trail should be developed as a 3.2m wide crusher 
dust pathway on the existing rail line. 

4 Low 7.7 km Coxheath 
Rd. Bike Lane

The Coxheath Road bike lane would create a loop from Keltic Drive, 
through Coxheath to the Blacketts Lake Road and on to the King Street 
Blue Route providing a 13km loop. The populations in Coxheath along 
this road are generally low,  making this a low priority project.

5 High 0.3 km Mt. 
Florence St Bike Blvd The Mt. Florence Street Bike Boulevard connects Westmount to the 

Coxheath Elementary School

6 High 0.7km Sunnydale 
Drive. Bike Blvd The Sunnydale Drive Bike Boulevard connects Westmount to Robin 

Foote Elementary School

Sydney River

Priority Length Location Type Description

7 High 1.2 km
G&W Rail 
Lease along 
Kings Rd

Multi-use trail

The Sydney River cycleway is an important multi-use trail linkage 
between the Fatima Dr. and the rail crossing at Keltic Dr. This is 
a much needed trail connection and will require some elevated 
cycleway connections under the bridge abutment for the Highway. 
This cycleway will require work around the new roundabout and a 
crossing on an exit lane of Highway 125 into Sydney. This work will 
need to be coordinated or performed by the NSTIR. 

8 High 3.1 km
Fatima / 
Carmichael 
/ Riverview

Bike Blvd This looped bike boulevard around Fatima, Carmichael, and 
Riverview Drive will connect much of Sydney River to the new 
Cycleway and the Sydney River Elementary School.

9 High 0.3 km Highway 4 Bike Lane There is a short stretch of the Blue Route that needs to be extended on 
CBRM roads to link up to the new Sydney River Cycleway.

10 Low 3.2 km Powerline 
ROW Multi-use trail

This crusher dust multi-use trail will link the Sydney River with the 
327 and the 7th Exchange. The trail already exists but it should be 
cleaned up, regraded and surfaced with 2.5m wide crusher dust for 
cyclists and walkers (working with Nova Scotia Power).
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Figure 3.4	 2022 AT Master Plan: Sydney, Sydney River, Whitney Pier, Westmount, Coxheath
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2042
Composite 
Plan

Bicycle Lanes

Multi-use Trail

Bicycle Boulevard

Blue Route 

Sidewalks

2008-2042 AT Composite Plan
• This plan shows the anticipated build-out of the network in 

2042. The 2008 “as-built” lines are thinner and transparent to 
illustrate the old plan and new plan combined.

Priority Projects
 1. The Sydney River Multi-Use Chapter 

 2. The Prince and Upper Prince Bike Lanes

 3. The King Street Bike Lanes

 4. The Grand Lake Road Sidewalk

 5. Lingan/Hankard/Victoria Bike Lane in Whitney Pier

 6. The Kings Road Multi-use Trail

 7. The Maryann Corbett Trail

 8. The Ellsworth/Heelan/Emerald/Union Bike Lanes

 9. Esplanade/King/George Bike Lanes

 10. The Washbrook Greenway

Phase Estimates (No Tax)

• High Priority:  $14,127,258.20

• Medium Priority: $5,200,780.00

• Low Priority: $3,868,280.00

Total Estimate (No Tax): $23,206,318.20
Cost per Year (20 years): $1,160,315.91



Thank you


