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TRANSPORTATION VISION 2030 
STAKEHOLDER INPUT & PUBLIC COMMENT 

 
The development of a long-range transportation plan is not completed in a short time. Input is taken 
constantly from the public, local elected officials, and stakeholders concerning the transportation 
system and the transportation planning process.  All LCATS meetings are open to the public and allow 
for opportunities to interact with staff and/or make public comments.   
 
In addition, in an effort to obtain public involvement, LCATS held two special Transportation 
Visioning meetings with locally elected officials and stakeholders.  The meetings were held in July 2006 
and July 2007. 
 
Transportation Visioning 2006
At the 1st meeting in 2006, LCATS asked the participants to provide input in three ways. The overall 
intent was to gain some knowledge from those in the community that receive comments and input 
from citizens on a regular basis.  We also invited stakeholders to be involved from various modes of 
transportation and business representatives.  
 
The first exercise: Spend $1 million on projects in the area.  Participants were given $1 million in 
LCATS dollars and asked to spend the money appropriately between various types of projects.  
Guidance as to typical costs was provided on display boards and included construction hats for 
‘depositing’ the funds.  The following are the results of the funds ‘spent’. 
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The next exercise involved placing dots on a map for areas that are a concern.  The following map was 
generated to illustrate those locations. 
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And finally, the third opportunity was an index card where the participants could provide any type of 
input or comment to be considered.  The following is a summary of the type of comments received. 

Preservation 
• Kirkersville    The traffic light can not be removed 
• County thoroughfare plan especially for interchanges and other major connection routes  (not 

just road classification system ) 
• Find a solution for the River Rd / Rt 16 intersection 
• Come up with a good idea for the Cherry Valley Rd/ Rt 16 intersection. 
• The traffic lights at Rt 37 / Rt 16 are not effective enough. 

 
Expansion 

• Re-evaluate construction cost estimators throughout design, to be able to adjust budgets. 
• Raise Level of funding available to LCATS 
• Funding is a major concern for needed projects.  Continued efforts @ all level of government 

needs to find funding.  Establishing Public/ Private funding partnerships is vital as well. 
 

Transit 
• LCATS needs to ask for & look at the actual # of riders currently utilizing public transportation 

within city limits per SAFETEA-LU to see what services are duplicated.        
Example: Say 2,000 trips monthly 

− Co. pays $6.00 per trip contracted to city 
− It would only be a $140,000 cost to the county 

• Wouldn’t it save the County a lot of $ if they contracted the rides through the cities of Newark 
& Heath for the rides within city Limits? 

− Wouldn’t this meet the co-ordination requirements by using established 
providers in the service areas of city Limits?  It seems like that would help get 
rid of some of the duplication of services and save the county $. 

• Under the new mandate for co-ordination of services should the county and the 
cities handle the same areas of service within the cities if in fact the cities are capable 
of providing the services.  So, should the services be duplicated as far as providers 
go within city limits?    Is duplication allowed? 

• If the County contracted with the City of Newark / Heath there would be great 
savings to the county freeing up funds for other projects and benefiting the city & 
their programs. 

• Public Transportation is vital to our quality of life we need to continue our efforts 
in coordination & service to the entire county. 

• The Transit stops need to be marked better.  I think you have a good program. 
• Need resolution to overlapping transit programs. 
Possible solution:  Integrate programs under one agency, but continue with 1-2-3 
programs 

 
Rail 

• We need commuter rail from Somerset to Newark, or even New Lex or Athens to Mansfield or 
Cleveland. 

• Stronger push for rail in Licking County 
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• Plan for CMAQ-Funded inter modal and/or rail-truck bulk transfer facility 
• Preserve state ownership of panhandle rail (advocacy, not $’s) 
• LCATS  MORPC  ET All       Need to plan for the 10 year to 20 year concept to provide 

passenger rail services to Columbus. 
 

Non-Motorized 
• Village of Buckeye Lake      Need attention to crosswalks near North Shore Ramp adjacent to 

new housing development known as North Shore Landing 
• County Wide (truly) Bike Paths 
  

Public Information Dissemination 
• Integrated Mapping System 
• Improve GIS Info and Capabilities to all citizens, make even more info available 
• Updated Digital Road Coverage 

 
Transportation Visioning 2007 
At the second Transportation Visioning in July 2007, we had a keynote speaker.  Congressman Zack 
Space, who is a member of the federal Transportation and Infrastructure Committee spoke concerning 
the challenges that face our nation in the future and the shortfalls in the federal highway trust fund.  
The LCATS Technical Study Director also gave an overview of the year and significant projects.  
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Name the Transportation Plan

Response

Percent

Response

Count

 Transportation Vision 2030  35.0%   14 

 Transportation Outlook 2030  12.5%   5 

 Connections 2030  10.0%   4 

 On the Move to 2030  5.0%   2 

 Destinations 2030  10.0%   4 

 Horizon 2030  2.5%   1 

 Communities in Motion  22.5%   9 

 Transportation Legacy 2030  2.5%   1 

answered question   40 

skipped question   1 

How often should we have these Transportation Visioning Sessions?

Response

Percent

Response

Count

 Annual  78.1%   32 

 Biannual  12.2%   5 

 4-Years  9.8%   4 

 Discontinue  0.0%   0 

answered question   41 

skipped question   0 
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What is your preferred format for this meeting?

Response

Percent

Response

Count

 Speaker  9.8%   4 

 Update on Projects  24.4%   10 

 Interactive  7.3%   3 

 Combination  68.3%   28 

answered question   41 

skipped question   0 

What is your most significant transportation concern?

Response

Percent

Response

Count

 Congestion  17.1%   7 

 Safety  17.1%   7 

 Impact on Economic Development  36.6%   15 

 Funding  53.7%   22 

 Preservation of Current System  7.3%   3 

answered question   41 

skipped question   0 

What areas should LCATS focus additional effort towards?

Response

Percent

Response

Count

 Bicycle/Pedestrian  17.1%   7 

 Public Transit  39.0%   16 

 Rail  22.0%   9 

 Highway  48.8%   20 

 Freight  2.4%   1 

answered question   41 

skipped question   0 
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What is your most significant general concern for transportation?

Response

Percent

Response

Count

 Support economic vitality  41.5%   17 

 Increase safety of transportation 

system
 12.2%   5 

 Increase security of transportation 

system
 4.9%   2 

 Increase freight mobility  4.9%   2 

 Protect and enhance the 

environment
 9.8%   4 

 Enhance connectivity between 

modes
 29.3%   12 

 Promote system operations  7.3%   3 

 Preserve the existing transportation 

system
 19.5%   8 

answered question   41 

skipped question   0 

What way would you be most likely to support paying for transportation projects in the future?

Response

Percent

Response

Count

 Increased gas tax & indexing  30.8%   12 

 Mileage based user fees  7.7%   3 

 License plate tax  41.0%   16 

 Tolling highways/HOT lanes  2.6%   1 

 Revert to basic maintenance and 

minor resurfacing only
 2.6%   1 

 Property taxes for transportation  0.0%   0 

 Sales tax for transportation  15.4%   6 

 Tax Credit Bonds  18.0%   7 

 Vehicle sales tax increase  10.3%   4 

answered question   39 

skipped question   2 
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Prioritize the following tasks for LCATS implementation

Response

Percent

Response

Count

 Study to evaluate pros/cons of 

transit system consolidation
 15.0%   6 

 Continue pursuing funds for SR 16 

and Cherry Valley Rd intersection
 47.5%   19 

 GIS Data Development and county-

wide data sharing
 20.0%   8 

 County-wide roadway evaluation of 

geometric needs
 15.0%   6 

 Corridor/access management study 

of N. 21st Street
 7.5%   3 

answered question   40 

skipped question   1 
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Decemeber 2007 Public Survey
In order to reach the general public, in December 2007, LCATS mailed 1,000 surveys to randomly 
selected registered voters in the Licking County area.   The surveys were mailed in proportion to the 
population.   
 
The following results and comments were obtained.  
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Public Comment period on Draft April 5, 2008- May 5, 2008 
 
Following the completion of the Draft Transportation Vision 2030 a public comment period was held 
from April 5, 2008 to May 5, 2008.  The documents and poster size display boards were on display at 
the Newark Public Library and the LCATS Office.  Both of these facilities are centrally located in the 
urbanized area and are ADA accessible.  
 
During the comment period on April 23, 2008 an open house style public participation meeting was 
held at the Newark Public Library.  Many residents stopped to review the displays and ask questions.   
 

 
 
While most did not sign in or contribute written comments, staff collected some verbal comments.  
The majority of the visitors asked about the displays and did not give specific comments concerning 
the plan, rather they asked about the information presented on the displays. 
 
The following comments were collected verbally from the public: 
• Want buses for the City of Newark 
• Dangerous to ride on a bike along North 21st Street, and it was even 50 years ago 
• There is a traffic light needed at State Route 661 and US 62 
• Want a more specific developed bike plan for the future 
• There are long cab waits, especially at the beginning of the month, up to 2 hours 
• Why is it taking so long to do something about Cherry Valley Road intersection? 
• Concerns over the quality and timeliness of Newark Transit Services 
 
Written comments were accepted both by mail and by email from April 5th to May 5th, 2008 to the 
Technical Study Director.  The comment period was advertised in the local newspaper, on the Licking 
County website, the LCATS website, and the local library.  
 
The following is a collection of the postings, advertisements, sign-in sheets, comments and responses 
received during the public participation period. 
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