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Executive Summary
This plan is the Public Transit-Human Services Transportation Plan for Licking County, Ohio. The plan was
initially developed in 2007 and updated in 2020. This plan fulfills the requirements of the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) under the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act, signed into law as a
reauthorization of surface transportation programs through Fiscal Year 2020. According to requirements
of the FAST Act, locally developed coordinated public transit-human services transportation plans must
be updated to reflect the changes established by the FAST Act legislation. The FAST Act applies new
programs and rules for all Fiscal Year 2016 funds and authorizes transit programs for five (5) years.
Transportation is a critical component of the communities in Licking County. Transportation provides
access to jobs, education, health care, human services and allows all community members, including
older adults and people with disabilities, to live independently and engage in community life. It is the
purpose of this plan for local stakeholders to work collaboratively to do the following activities:
1. Identify all community resources including:
• Current primary and secondary transportation providers
• Primary stakeholders/decision makers involved in transportation systems, including
human services personnel
• Available transportation equipment, including wheelchair accessible vehicles
• Available transportation training programs
• Transportation related technology in use
• Current transportation expenses, revenues and funding sources
• Served and underserved populations
• Demographic and geographic characteristics of service area population

2. Identify and prioritize community transportation needs:
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Local stakeholders can provide a greater understanding of a transit system’s needs, strengths, and
opportunities for improvement. Table 1 provides a list of the stakeholders that have been consulted as
part of the planning process to date. Input gathered from stakeholder meetings has and will continue to
inform development of the Themes, Issues, and Opportunities identified in the Coordinated Plan (CP).
Table 1: Stakeholder Meetings Conducted to Date
Stakeholder Type

Organization/Group
Licking County Job & Family Services (LCJFS)
Licking County Board of Developmental Disabilities (LCBDD)
Community Groups United Way of Licking County
and Organizations Licking County Aging Program
Transport Group Licking County
Newark Think Tank on Poverty
Heath-Newark-Licking County Port Authority
Johnstown Employers
Businesses, Employers,Hebron Employers (Harry and David, State Chemical, Plastipak, Village of Hebron)
and Economic
Pataskala Employers
Development
Licking County Chamber Manufacturers’ Council
Licking County Chamber of Commerce
Grow Licking County Community Improvement Corp
The Ohio State University at Newark
Denison University
Education
Central Ohio Technical College
Career and Technology Education Centers of Licking County
Newark K-12 Schools
Newark City Engineer
South East Area Transit (SEAT)
Knox Area Transit (KAT)
Central Ohio Transit Authority (COTA)
Transportation and
Springfield Transportation Coordinating Committee
Regional Planning
(Springfield, OH)
Office of Transit, Ohio Department of Transportation
Mid-Ohio Regional Planning Commission (MORPC)
Lima-Allen County Regional Planning Commission
Two open house public meetings have been held to date on October 2, 2019 and October 3, 2019 in
Newark and Pataskala respectively. The purpose of both meetings was to introduce the project and
gather an initial round of feedback. Approximately 50 people attended the meeting in Newark and
approximately 10 people attended the meeting in Pataskala. Appendix D includes summaries of these
meetings along with survey and interview questions and results.
A set of major themes were drawn from the following sources early in the planning process:
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Community Survey
On-board Survey
Public Meetings (verbal and written comments)
Stakeholder Interviews
Driver/Staff Interviews
Consultant Team Observations

The four major themes are outlined below along with specific issues and opportunities related to each
(Table 2). The items identified will inform service planning efforts and final recommendations of the CP.
Table 2: Themes, Issues, and Opportunities
Theme

Issue/Opportunity

1. Job access
2. ADA accessibility (pickup and drop off)
3. Fare structure
Equity and Mobility 4. Scheduling (timing)
5. Medical trips
6. Trips for basic necessities
7. User diversification (seniors, youth, etc.)
1. Importance and challenges of door to door/door through door/curb to curb service
2. Scheduling (timing)
3. Challenges with ride scheduling technology
Operations and
4. Driver/staff scheduling, driver expectations/stress
Scheduling
5. Length of hiring process
6. Lack of staff
7. Facility needs for future services
1. Clarity/awareness of what services are provided. Lack of brand or good public
image
Communications/ 2. Customer service (rider feedback and information)
Information and
3. Lack of consistent internal communication (no staff meetings, safety meetings,
Marketing
etc.)
4. Website/social media presence
5. Marketing budget/professional materials
1. Advertising opportunities
2. LCATS/LCT relationship
3. Existing contracts (no-show policy, duplication of paperwork, different service
standards)
4. Employers
Partnerships
5. Hospital
6. Colleges/universities (including connecting high school students)
7. EmpowerBus/COTA/GOHIO
8. SEAT/Knox County Transit
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3. Establish a clear plan for achieving shared goals
The 27 needs identified above can generally be grouped into four main categories:
1. Create a service that is affordable and accessible to all
a. Ensure that all services are ADA accessible and drivers are properly trained to serve every type of trip
b. Provide transit coverage that extends access to all employment centers based around a reliable
schedule
c. Addresses issues with access to groceries and healthy food options that affect health outcomes and
provides citizens with opportunity to address personal business needs or attend social and recreational
events to reduce isolation
d. Ensure that services will accommodate all types of Licking County residents, whether that be youth,
seniors, hospital patients, or those that have limited English proficiency

2. Improve LCT operations to ensure scheduling trips is convenient, drivers aren’t overworked, and
operational capacity is not exceeded by demand
a. Ensure LCT is properly staffed with enough contingency to properly accommodate all service needs
b. Utilize scheduling software that makes driver and trip scheduling more efficient and accommodates
the needs of both drivers and passengers
c. Evaluate facility and vehicle capacity to ensure capital will continue to be able to serve the transit
needs of Licking County
d. Addresses opportunities to utilize equipment (farebox collection, security cameras, etc.) and
technology (scheduling, data analysis, locational, etc.) to reduce risk and improve current systems
3. Utilize channels for marketing services and provide passengers with accurate information
a. Utilize easily accessible marketing channels that provide clear information to the public
b. Addresses opportunities to utilize communications equipment to reduce confusion and improve
coordination
c. Evaluate the need in the future to use real-time data applications that allow passengers to access the
most up to date service information
d. Unify all internal communications to create a consistent process moving forward

4. Improve coordination among local and regional transportation and human services partners
a. Create a Technical Advisory Committee with stakeholders from all relevant partners that meets
regularly to discuss transportation issues
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b. Designate LCT as a regional mobility coordinator to ensure all information is being communicated to
the primary transportation provider, while ensuring transportation needs are met
c. Coordinate with regional transportation providers to create regional transportation services and
transfer points
Fundamental to the Coordinated Transportation Plan process is the active and meaningful involvement
of stakeholders. For projects selected for funding under the Section 5307 program, participation in
planning activities must include participation and/or representation of the following, at minimum:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Seniors;
Individuals with disabilities;
People with low incomes;
Students (Both college and K-12);
Public, private and non-profit transportation providers;
Human services providers, and;
The general public.

In order to ensure participation from the above groups the following stakeholder involvement activities
were performed
•
•
•
•
•

Steering Committee Meetings
Stakeholder Meetings
Public Meetings
Driver Interviews
Staff Interviews
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I. Geographic Area
Licking County is located in central Ohio, sharing its eastern border with the counties of Muskingum and
Coshocton, its northern border with Knox, its western border with Delaware and Franklin, and its
southern border with Fairfield and Perry. The county seat is Newark, Ohio. The County itself contains 16
municipalities and 25 townships (Table 3). The nearest major city is Columbus, Ohio, which is roughly a
45-minute drive from Newark.
There are six major thoroughfares within Licking County, including US Highway (US) 62, State Route (SR)
37, SR 79, SR 161, SR 16, US 40, and Interstate 70 (I-70). The distribution of these thoroughfares creates
convenient east and west travel in the region and several direct connections to Columbus (Figure 1).
Figure 1: Licking County Locational Map
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Table 3: Municipalities & Townships within Licking County
Municipalities
Alexandria
Buckeye Lake
Granville
Gratiot
Hanover
Hartford
Heath
Hebron
Johnstown
Kirkersville
Newark (County Seat)
New Albany
Pataskala
Reynoldsburg
St. Louisville
Utica

Townships
Bennington
Bowling Green
Burlington
Eden
Etna
Fallsbury
Franklin
Granville
Hanover
Harrison
Hartford
Hopewell
Jersey
Liberty
Licking
Madison
Mary Ann
McKean
Monroe
Newark
Newton
Perry
St. Albans
Union
Washington
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Figure 2: Major trip generators in the geographic area

Employment data was reviewed at the block group level using Longitudinal Employer-Household
Dynamics (LEHD) data. Areas of high employment density (more than 5,000 jobs per acre) are
concentrated in the urban areas of Newark, Heath, and Granville. New Albany, Johnstown, Hartford,
Utica, and areas around Pataskala have an employment density between 250 to 5,000 jobs per
acre (Figures 3 and 4). Areas with high employment density should be noted as priority locations when
planning future transit services.
According to MORPC, employment totals for the County are projected to experience growth over the
next 30 years. Block groups near major urban areas are projected to experience the most growth with
an increase between 100 to 800 additional jobs, represented by the block groups highlighted in dark
green in Figure 5.
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Figure 3: Employment Density of Licking County, 2017
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Figure 4: Employment Density of Newark-Heath-Granville, 2017
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Figure 5: Employment Change for Licking County, 2018-2050
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Industrial parks and employment zones are major employment generators for Licking County and are
shown in Figures 6 and 7. Industrial parks in Licking County are located within Heath (Heath-NewarkLicking County Port Authority), Johnstown (Johnstown Commerce Center), New Albany (Beauty Park),
Hebron (Hebron Business Park), and outside of Pataskala (Amazon/Industrial Park). Employment zones
are located within Newark, New Albany, Heath, Hebron, Granville, and outside of Pataskala.
Figure 6: Industrial Parks and Employment Zones in Licking County
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Figure 7: Industrial Parks and Employment Zones in Newark-Heath-Granville
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Other major employers in Licking County can be found in Table 4.
Table 4: Licking County Top Ten Major Employers, 2017
Employer
Amazon Fulfillment Center
Licking Memorial Health System
Ascena Retail Group
The Kroger Co.
Owens Corning
AEP Ohio
L Brands
Anomatic Corporation
Denison University
State Farm Insurance

Number of
Employees
4,785
2,000
1,475
1,177
1,000
835
800
800
796
750

Source: https://growlickingcounty.org/why-licking-county/major-employers

Major non-employment trip generators considered in this analysis included churches, medical facilities,
and historical landmarks, which were considered key destinations within the County. Sixty-one
percent (372) of these locations are churches, 28 percent (169) are schools (both K-12 and
colleges/universities), and 11 percent (64) are hospitals (Figure 8). The majority of these
destinations are located within Newark and Heath with other hot spots within Granville, Pataskala, and
Johnstown (Figures 9 and 10).
Figure 8: Key Destinations for Licking County
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Figure 9: Key Destinations Heat Map for Licking County
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Figure 10: Key Destinations Heat Map for Newark-Heath-Granville
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II. Population Demographics
The 2017 US Census (ACS 5-Year Estimate) for Licking County indicates a population of 176,678 residents
with projections estimating an increase to 188,810 by 2025 (Figure 11). This population represents
70,449 housing units and 64,434 households. 4.8 percent of these households have no motor vehicle.
A little more than one-fifth (21.5 percent) of the population is 60 years of age or older. Thirteen percent
(12.9 percent) are 65 years of age or more. The median age in the county is 40, with females slightly
outnumbering males.
The population has very low diversity with 92.4 percent reporting as white. Only 7.6 percent of Licking
County residents represent minority population(s). 99.6 percent speaks English very well.
4.1 percent of families have incomes below poverty level (1,855 of 45,253) and 8.1 percent of individuals
have incomes below poverty level. 5.6 percent of individuals 65 years of age or older live in poverty, and
6.7 percent 60 years of age or older live in poverty. The median household income is $59,747.
16.9 percent of the population reports a non-institutionalized disability. 19.2 percent of the disabled
population falls between 65-74 years of age and 16.6 percent are 75 or older.
Figure 11: Ohio & Licking County Population Projections, 2010 - 2040

Source: https://development.ohio.gov/files/research/P6090.pdf, Licking County
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III. Assessment of Available Services
Conducting an evaluation of service provider capabilities and analyzing the existing gaps and duplication
of services for transportation resources in each community provides transportation planners with the
information needed to implement changes that will improve the network of transportation resources
and services in Licking County and across county lines.
The lead agency identified stakeholders to participate in the assessment of available services. These
stakeholders included those who were represented in the current or past planning committees, as well
as others who the planning committee identified as being appropriate stakeholders.
Interviews were conducted with each of the identified stakeholders.
The purpose of the interview was to offer the stakeholders an opportunity to discuss the specific
transportation services, gaps, needs, and priorities for their respective service areas or communities.
Where applicable, information reported in the previous coordinated plan was used to supplement
information gathered during this planning effort.

Inventory of Transportation Providers

LCT is the sole public transportation provider for Licking County, Ohio. LCT provides demand-response
transit service across the County to the general public, as well as destinations outside the County. LCT
was established in July 1998 and is owned, operated, and governed by the citizens of Licking County
through the Licking County Transit Board (LCTB).
In 2012, LCT merged with Earthworks Transit, which previously operated demand response, shared-ride,
curb-to-curb service in the cities of Newark (the county seat of Licking County) and Heath. Earthworks
operations were administered by the City of Newark. Earthworks Transit was the successor to the
Newark-Heath Taxi Token Program, which was operated by a local taxi company until April 2009.
Prior to January 1, 2019, LCT was operated under contract by private transportation providers. While
Licking County owned the transit vehicles and operations facilities, contractors provided maintenance
and handled driver hiring and training, insurance, safety oversight, and management. A contract with
National Express expired at the end of 2017, at which point the County began working with MV
Transportation in 2018. After voting to not renew the contract with MV Transportation, Licking County
absorbed operations of the transit system at the start of 2019.
Other Service Partners
EmpowerBus
EmpowerBus provides upward mobility for all by delivering dignified, reliable, and on-time
transportation to and from work, education, and healthcare opportunities. They utilize clustering and
strategic partnerships to address the transportation barriers that are facing communities in Ohio.
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GoBus
The Rural Intercity Bus program is designed to address the intercity bus transportation needs of the
entire state of Ohio by supporting projects like GoBus that provide transportation between nonurbanized areas and urbanized areas which result in connections of greater regional, statewide, and
national significance. GoBus achieves this goal by coordinating with Greyhound Lines, Barons Bus Lines,
John Glenn Columbus International Airport, and other national and local transportation services.
Lancaster-Fairfield Public Transit Agency (LFPT)
LFPT provides curb-to-curb demand response, shared ride (first come, first serve) transportation services
to Lancaster, Ohio. Trip requests may be made up to 30 days in advance or the same day. Reservations
are accepted Monday-Friday, 8am-4pm by phone or online. LFPT also provides five deviated-fixed routes
(loops) with fares starting at $0.25 (transfers $0.10) with no reservation.
Delaware Area Transit Agency (DATA)
DATA's transportation services currently include Demand Response and Fixed Route with Paratransit
service for those individuals that have been certified. Other services, including services for individuals
with special needs, are available.
DATA’s service area includes all of Delaware County. In addition, transportation services to medical
facilities in Franklin and other adjacent counties are also provided at an additional charge. Trips outside
of Delaware County are limited to 15 miles beyond the Delaware County border. One trip end must be
in Delaware County and ½ price fares do not apply.
Central Ohio Transit Authority (COTA)
The Central Ohio Transit Authority (COTA) serves the Columbus area and extends to the western border
of Licking County, serving the municipalities of New Albany and Reynoldsburg. This service could
potentially help improve regional connections should a fixed or deviated route system be implemented
in Licking County in the future.
South East Area Transit (SEAT)
SEAT provides both fixed-route and demand response services for the counties of Muskingum and
Guernsey. Muskingum shares Licking County’s east border, indicating that there could be a potential for
coordination between SEAT and LCT in the future to improve regional transportation services.
Knox Area Transit (KAT)
Knox Area Transit provides demand response services to the entirety of Knox County, which shares
Licking County’s northern border. This agency, along with the two previously mentioned agencies,
represent potential partnerships for LCT that could expand the region’s overall connectivity by increased
coordination between agencies.
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Greyhound
Greyhound provides a daily, regional connection from Newark to Columbus, Zanesville, and Mansfield.
Tickets for a one-way trip range from $5.00 to Columbus to $22.00 for Zanesville and Mansfield. The
Newark Greyhound bus station is located at the Central Ohio Technical College, which is just to the
northwest of downtown Newark. It may be strategic to create a transit hub in downtown Newark, which
could then provide transfer services from LCT to Greyhound, creating a more central regional
connection.
Human Services
Licking County Job and Family Services (LCJFS)
LCT provides contracted transportation services to clients of LCJFS, an agency that administers various
federal, state, and county programs that provide food, medical, and financial assistance as well as
employment and social services.
Licking County Board of Developmental Disabilities (LCBDD)
The LCBDD provides a wide range of services to residents of Licking County with developmental
disabilities from early childhood through adulthood. LCT works with LCBDD to provide contracted
transportation services.
Licking County Senior Levy
The Licking County Senior Levy is a tax on the citizens of Licking County for the purpose of providing and
maintaining services for older adults in the county. LCT receives funding through the Licking County
Senior Levy to provide transportation services to older adults.
Licking Memorial Hospital
Licking Memorial Hospital has 2,100 employees and recently implemented their own transportation
system for patients. This transportation system has many limitations, including limited vehicles and staff
(one vehicle and one employee). Patients under the age of 18 cannot be transported due to insurance
limitations, and vehicles do not meet ADA requirements meaning that patients with mobility issues
cannot be transported. This service was created in response to patients missing appointments due to
insufficient public transportation services. According to stakeholder interviews with Licking Memorial
Hospital, in 2019 the hospital had 9,165 inpatients, 11 percent of which reported having transportation
issues. Currently this service makes anywhere from 25 to 30 trips per week.
Flint Ridge Health Care & Other Skilled Nursing Facilities
Flint Ridge has 72 residents, of which 20 to 30 are therapy patients, the rest being extended care
patients. The facility currently uses LCT to transport residents as it does not own its own vehicles, which
generates around 5 to 10 trips per week. They are also federally required to provide monthly outings for
the residents, which can require up to three shuttle buses at a time. Most outings are to common
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locations like Walmart, bowling alleys, or the Arboretum. LCT has restricted these outings to certain
timeframes throughout the day, which limits what the residents can do during the outing.
Communication between LCT and Flint Ridge has been inconsistent over the years, to the point where
patients were dropped off at the incorrect locations or the drivers were not on time. This however
seems to have shown improvement over the course of the last two years.
There are several (around 14) skilled nursing facilities that have transportation needs similar to Flint
Ridge and would greatly benefit from having improved public transportation options. This could lead to
a negotiated additional funding source for LCT.
Licking County Aging Program
Many Licking County Aging Program clients rely on public transportation, but the Aging Program
stopped using LCT within the last nine months of 2019 due to LCT not returning calls to schedule trips.
The Aging Program operates their own transportation services, which includes a large fleet of vans and
buses that operate from 8:00am to 5:00pm on weekdays. These services will transport clients within the
County and as far as Columbus, to any local government office, senior housing complex, or senior center
lunch program.
Newark City Schools
Newark City Schools (seven elementary schools, three middle schools, one high school, and a digital
academy) has had a hard time finding reliable drivers. The schools need transportation for students not
only to school but for after school programs (sporting events, employment, community
centers/activities, etc.). There are a few partners already working with the schools, such as Boys and
Girls Club and the Salvation Army. Additionally, there is a growing population of homeless students (357
students) that need to be shuttled to school.
Cities, Villages, and Townships
Residents of cities, villages, and townships across Licking County use LCT’s services. The LCTB includes
members representing the interests of these other local governments, which currently do not contribute
funds directly to LCT.
Planning Partners
Licking County Area Transportation Study (LCATS)
LCATS is the federally designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Newark area, and is
responsible for multimodal transportation planning. The mission of LCATS is described below:
The main goal of LCATS is to utilize federal transportation funds that are available to the area to produce
the most efficient transportation system possible. LCATS funds can be used for studies, projects and
improvements, including federal-aid roadways, bridges, transit and enhancement projects. Ensure the
transportation system in Licking County supports and encourages appropriate economic development
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and social activities, while maximizing the efficient use of our natural and human resources and
minimizing adverse impacts upon the natural and built environments.
LCATS has Federal Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) funds that can be used
to purchase new buses. These funds should be considered by LCTB when adapting their future service if
fleet improvements need to be made (i.e. purchasing larger Class 500 buses to service future routes
requiring greater capacity).
Board of Licking County Commissioners
Licking County is served by a three-member Board of County Commissioners, elected every four years.
As a service of Licking County, LCT is ultimately responsible to the Board of Commissioners.
Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT), Office of Transit
The ODOT Office of Transit is a provider of technical and financial assistance to public transit systems
across the state of Ohio. It administers various grant programs that help fund LCT’s operations.
Mid-Ohio Regional Planning Commission (MORPC)
MORPC is the regional planning organization for the 15-county central Ohio region, which includes
Pataskala and Etna Townships within Licking County.
Additional Partners
LCT could also benefit from coordinating with all other healthcare providers, school systems, and large
employment centers in the County, as they all have high transportation needs and community members
have indicated that these are all key destination areas.
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Existing Transportation Services

The following information is based on tabulations from the survey and interview results. A total of 4 organizations provided information about
their services.

List of Transportation Service Providers

Agency Name: Licking County Transit
Transportation Service Type: Demand Response / ADA Paratransit
Other Services Provided: NA
Contact Information: 745 E. Main St., Newark, OH, 43055 Phone: 740-670-5185
Hours: Monday – Friday: 5:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., Saturday: 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.
Service Area: Entirety of Licking County, 683 sq. miles
Eligibility Requirements: NA
Web-site: https://lickingcounty.gov/depts/public/default.htm
Agency Name: Licking County Aging Program (trips are free, donations accepted)
Transportation Service Type: ADA Paratransit
Other Services Provided: NA
Contact Information: 1058 East Main St, Newark, OH, 43055 Phone: 740-345-0821
Hours: Monday – Friday: 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Service Area: Entirety of Licking County, 683 sq. miles
Eligibility Requirements: 60 years or older and residing in Licking County
Web-site: http://lcap.org/medical-transports/
Agency Name: Licking Memorial Health Systems
Transportation Service Type: Demand Response
Other Services Provided: NA
Contact Information: 1320 West Main Street, Newark OH 43055 Phone: 220-564-4000
Hours: Monday – Friday: 6:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.
Service Area: Entirety of Licking County, 683 sq. miles
Eligibility Requirements: Patient, visitor, or employee of Licking Memorial Health Systems
Web-site: https://www.lmhealth.org/Patients-Visitors/During-Your-Stay/Courtesy-Transport.aspx

Agency Name: Licking Heights – Local Schools
Transportation Service Type: Transportation to school system
Other Services Provided: NA
Contact Information: 6539 Summit Road Pataskala, OH 43062 Phone: 740-927-6926
Hours: Monday – Friday: 6:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m.
Service Area: 36 sq. miles
Eligibility Requirements: Licking Heights students
Web-site: http://www.lhschools.org/Transportation.aspx
Table 5 provides a summary of the characteristics of the participating transportation providers and organizations that purchase transportation
on behalf of consumers.
Table 5: Organizational Characteristics
Agency Name

Directly Operates
Transportation
(Yes/No)

Legal Authority
(Private NonProfit, Private
For-Profit, Public
Non-Profit,)
Public

Number of
Annual One-Way
Passenger Trips

Average Number
Trip Denials per
Week

Yes

Purchases
Transportation
from Another
Agency (if Yes,
Who?)
No

113,894

NA

Are Vehicles Only
Available for
Human Service
Agency Clients
(Y/N)*
N

Licking County
Transit
Licking County
Aging Program
Licking Memorial
Hospital
Licking Heights –
Local Schools

Yes

No

Public

NA

0

N

Yes

No

Private

NA

0

Y

Yes

No

Public

465,120

0

Y

*Answering “Yes” indicates that your agency is closed door. Your agency is considered closed door if you ONLY provide transportation to your
facility as a courtesy or if you ONLY serve a particular clientele that are enrolled in your agency programs (i.e. members of a sheltered workshop,
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or residents in a nursing home). Answering “No” indicates that your agency is open door. This means the service is open to the public or a
segment of the general public defined by age, disability, or low income. For example, if an agency provides general transportation for anyone in
the community who is over the age of 60, they are considered “open door.” For example, an individual who is 60 or over can request
transportation to a doctor’s appointment or the grocery store regardless of their affiliation with your agency.
The participating organizations provide a wide range of transportation including Fixed Route, ADA Paratransit, Demand Response, On-Demand,
and Human Service Agency Fixed Routes. All of the participating organizations provide services on weekdays. One operates transportation on
Saturdays and none operate on Sundays. Evening services after 5:00 p.m. are operated solely by LCT. Table 6 depicts the transportation service
characteristics by agency.
Table 6: Transportation Service Characteristics

Agency Name
Licking County
Transit

Mode of Service
Demand Response

Licking County
Aging Program
Licking Memorial
Hospital
Licking Heights –
Local Schools

Demand Response
Demand Response
Fixed Route School
Transportation

Days & Hours of Operation
Monday – Friday: 5:00 a.m. to
8:00 p.m.
Saturday: 6:00 a.m. to
6:00 p.m.
Monday – Friday: 8:00 a.m. to
5:00 p.m.
Monday – Friday: 6:30 a.m. to
4:00 p.m.
Monday – Friday: 6:00 a.m. to
5:30 p.m.

Provides
MedicaidEligible
Trips (Y/N)
Y

Level of Passenger
Assistance Provided
Door to door

Training Courses
Required for Drivers
Yes

Y

Door to door

Yes

Y

Door to door

Yes

N

Door to door

Yes

Transportation-related expenses and revenues also differ by organization. Private Pay, Section 5307, Medicaid, Head Start, Levies, and Local
Match funds are common revenue sources for transportation operators in Licking County. Table 7 provides a summary of expenses and
revenues for public and non-profit transportation programs.
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Table 7: Transportation-Related Expenses and Revenues

Donations
Accepted
(Y/N)
N

Agency Name
Licking
County
Transit

Fare Structure
$4.00 – General Public
$$2.00 – Elderly & Disabled
Free – 1st child with adult
$1.00 – Additional children with an
adult
$4.00 – Age 7-12 traveling alone

Licking
County Aging
Program
Licking
Memorial
Hospital
Licking
Heights –
Local Schools

Free

Y

Free

N

Free

N

Number of
Full-Time &
Part-Time
Drivers
25

Number of
Full-Time &
Part-Time
Schedulers/
Dispatchers
5

1

1

Revenue
Sources (most
recent Fiscal
Year)
JFS, DD, Sr Levy,
other local
revenue, farebox
revenue

Total Annual
Transportation
Expenses
$3,926,057
(2018)

$2,252,544
(2015)
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Table 8 provides basic information about transportation options other than the traditional public and human services transportation providers.
Transportation options might include bike share, ride share, intercity, or taxi services, and more.
Table 8: Alternative/Active Transportation Options
Transportation Option
Greyhound Bus
Rideshare

Availability
One trip pickup per
day
24/7

Cost
Depends on
destination
Depends on length of
trip

Usage
Regional travel

Service Area
United States

NA

Licking County

Table 9 provides basic information about local travel training program options.
Table 9: Transportation Resources
Transportation
Resource
Driver Training
Defensive Driving
Bloodborne Pathogen
CPR/First Aide
Driving Older adults
Passenger Assistance
Physicals

Availability
As Needed
As Needed
As Needed

Cost

Usage
As needed
As needed
As needed
As mandated

Service Area
Licking County
Licking County
Licking County
Licking County
Licking County
Licking County
Licking County
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Table 10 illustrates the technology used by each transportation provider for scheduling, dispatching, and/or GPS vehicle tracking.
Table 10: Technology

Agency Name
Licking County Transit
Licking County Aging
Program
Licking Memorial
Hospital
Licking Heights – Local
Schools

Name of Dispatching Software
RouteMatch
None

AVL System/
GPS (Y/N)
Y
N

N

None

N

N

None

N

Name of Scheduling Software
RouteMatch
None

N
N

None
None

Do you have an App for
Transportation (Y/N)?
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Assessment of Community Support for Transit

The CP planning process began in August of 2019 and was conducted alongside the planning process for
the Transit Development Plan (TDP) for Licking County Transit (LCT). The purpose of the CP process is to
improve the availability and quality of public transit in Licking County for targeted populations including
seniors, individuals with disabilities, those with low income, minorities, and others with limited mobility
options. Projects, investments and strategies are identified as part of the CP to improve communication
and coordination among public transportation and human services agencies. The TDP and CP were
completed concurrently to make the most effective use of public involvement, promote data sharing
and efficiency, and maximize consistency between the two plans.
Transit stakeholders and members of the public were involved in the planning process in a number of
ways, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Public meetings
Project steering committee make up of transit stakeholders
On-board survey
Community survey and online GIS mapping exercise
Stakeholder interviews and phone calls
Interviews with transit staff and conversations with operators

These methods of engagement led to the identification of the issues and opportunities outlined in the
graphic below. In addition to the public process, consultant staff conducted analyses of the existing
service, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Inventory of existing fleet, facilities, and technology
Operations analysis
Comparison of LCT to similar transit systems in Ohio and two other states
Past performance using standard transit performance measures
Staffing and governance needs
Marketing and communications

Safety

The major safety concern reported through stakeholder interviews and survey responses was focused
on the lack of surveillance cameras on board LCT’s vehicles. Passengers reported feeling unsafe while
taking a trip with LCT as there was no type of surveillance equipment to record any type of incident or
accident should it occur on the bus. Equipping cameras would help reduce risk and liability.
Additionally, some clients had felt that poor coordination in the past had left them at the wrong location
or unable to schedule trips. For this reason, the Licking County Aging Program stopped using LCT
services and now operates their own transportation services.

Vehicles

Survey and interview participants listed a combined total of 39 vehicles. Approximately 100 percent of
the vehicles are wheelchair accessible. A vehicle utilization table is provided at the end of this chapter
(Table 12).
All of the vehicles reported to be in use by LCT are completely ADA accessible, including both Light
Transit Vehicles (LTVs) and Accessible Vans (AVs). As vehicles age, they require additional maintenance,
may break down more often, and become more costly to operate. Vehicle replacement, based on age
and condition, is vital to the overall cost effectiveness of the transportation services provided.
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Table 12: Vehicle Utilization Table

Service
Hours

Past Useful
Life
Benchmark

Program to
which
Vehicle is
Assigned (if
applicable)

Veh
#

Make

Model

Year

Vin #

Capacity

WC
Capacity

Days of
the Week
Vehicle is
in Service

35

Ford

350

2009

1FDEE35P39DA72410

12

2

6

87

Yes

NA

38

Ford

350

2010

1FDEE3FL2ADA62709

12

2

6

87

Yes

NA

39

Ford

350

2010

1FDEE3FL9ADA65719

12

2

6

87

Yes

NA

40

Ford

450

2010

1FDFE4FS2ADA58435

12

2

6

87

Yes

NA

42

Ford

450

2010

1FDFE4FS6ADA58437

12

2

6

87

Yes

NA

1201

Ford

350

2012

1FDEE3FS7CDA67477

12

2

6

87

Yes

NA

1202

Ford

350

2012

1FDEE3FS1CDA71234

12

2

6

87

Yes

NA

1204

Ford

350

2012

1FDEE3FS5CDA71236

12

2

6

87

Yes

NA

1206

Ford

350

2012

1FDEE3FS9CDA71238

12

2

6

87

Yes

NA

1208

Ford

350

2012

1FDEE3FS7CDA71240

12

2

6

87

Yes

NA

703

Ford

450

2007

1FDXE45P17DA20642

12

2

6

87

Yes

NA

MV-1

2014

57WMS2A61EM102025

4

1

6

87

Yes

NA

MV-1

2014

57WMS2A67EM102031

4

1

6

87

Yes

NA

1401
1402

Mobility
Ventures
Mobility
Ventures

Service
Area
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles

Veh
#
1403
1404
1405

Make
Mobility
Ventures
Mobility
Ventures
Mobility
Ventures

Service
Hours

Past Useful
Life
Benchmark

Program to
which
Vehicle is
Assigned (if
applicable)

Model

Year

Vin #

Capacity

WC
Capacity

Days of
the Week
Vehicle is
in Service

MV-1

2014

57WMS2A66EM102036

4

1

6

87

Yes

NA

MV-1

2014

57WMS2A68EM102037

4

1

6

87

Yes

NA

MV-1

2014

57WMS2A6XEM102038

4

1

6

87

Yes

NA

1601

Ford

350

2016

1FDEE3FL1GDC38495

12

2

6

87

No

NA

1602

Ford

350

2016

1FDEE3FL3GDC38496

12

2

6

87

No

NA

1603

Ford

Goshen

2017

1FDEE3FS8HDC35327

12

2

6

87

No

NA

1604

Ford

Goshen

2017

1FDEE3FSXHDC35328

12

2

6

87

No

NA

1605

Ford

Goshen

2017

1FDEE3FS1HDC35329

12

2

6

87

No

NA

1606

Ford

Goshen

2017

1FDEE3FS8HDC35330

12

2

6

87

No

NA

1607

Ford

Goshen

2017

1FDEE3FSXHDC36382

12

2

6

87

No

NA

1608

Ford

Goshen

2017

1FDEE3FS3HDC36384

12

2

6

87

No

NA

1609

Ford

Goshen

2017

1FDEE3FS1HDC36383

12

2

6

87

No

NA

1610

Ford

Goshen

2017

1FDEE3FS2HDC37672

12

2

6

87

No

NA

Service
Area
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
33

Service
Hours

Past Useful
Life
Benchmark

Program to
which
Vehicle is
Assigned (if
applicable)

Veh
#

Make

Model

Year

Vin #

Capacity

WC
Capacity

Days of
the Week
Vehicle is
in Service

1612

Ford

350

2016

1FDWE3FS9GDC12741

12

2

6

87

No

NA

1901

Ford

350

2019

1FDEE3FS6KDC39769

12

2

6

87

No

NA

1902

Ford

350

2019

1FDEE3FS9KDC39765

12

2

6

87

No

NA

1903

Ford

350

2019

1FDEE3FS4KDC39768

12

2

6

87

No

NA

1904

Ford

350

2019

1FDEE3FS5KDC42209

12

2

6

87

No

NA

1905

Ford

350

2019

1FDEE3FS1KDC39761

12

2

6

87

No

NA

1906

Ford

350

2019

1FDEE3FS5KDC39763

12

2

6

87

No

NA

1907

Ford

350

2019

1FDEE3FS1KDC42210

12

2

6

87

No

NA

1908

Ford

350

2019

1FDEE3FS3KDC39762

12

2

6

87

No

NA

1909

Ford

350

2019

1FDEE3FS7KDC39764

12

2

6

87

No

NA

1910

Ford

350

2019

1FDEE3FS3KDC42208

12

2

6

87

No

NA

1911

Ford

350

2019

1FDEE3FSXKDC39760

12

2

6

87

No

NA

NA

Dodge

Grand
Caravan

2018

NA

2

0

5

40

No

Medical
appointme

Service
Area
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
683 sq.
miles
Licking
County
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Veh
#

Make

Model

Year

Vin #

Capacity

WC
Capacity

Days of
the Week
Vehicle is
in Service

Service
Hours

Past Useful
Life
Benchmark

Program to
which
Vehicle is
Assigned (if
applicable)
nts/dischar
ges

Service
Area
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Summary of Existing Resources

In developing this plan, LCATS first gathered vital information from transportation providers and key
human service providers of the county to get an idea of what Licking County’s transportation resources
and system looked like. There is currently one primary transportation provider in Licking County, LCT,
which is a branch of the Licking County government.
There are other transportation providers such as the Licking County Aging Program, Licking Memorial
Hospital, Licking Heights – Local Schools, and other schools, nursing homes, and churches that provide
or arrange transportation for students, clients or residents under their direct care. Secondary providers
within the county include services such as the Sheriff’s office, the County Engineer, Solid Waste,
Emergency Medical Systems, Municipal Systems, Court Systems, Soil and Water, etc. These services
utilize transportation vehicles for the purpose of conducting county business, maintaining roadways and
ensuring a safe and sanitary environment for residents. All function together to meet the needs of
Licking County.

IV. Assessment of Transportation Needs and Gaps
In an effort to better understand Licking County’s needs, LCATS examined research and data, as well as
solicited input from the community in an effort to gather information about needs and gaps in
transportation services.
The demographic and socio-economic conditions of the study area are discussed in the Demographics
Chapter of this plan. The following overview is an evaluation of the gaps in service based upon
geographic data as well as from the perspective of the targeted populations, transportation providers,
and the general public.
LCATS gathered information from a variety of stakeholders in the area in an attempt to solicit input and
request participation from any organization that could potentially be impacted by the coordinated
transportation planning process. More information on how the lead agency engaged stakeholder and
the general public is available upon request.
The following methods were used to assess transportation needs and gaps
•
•
•
•
•

Assessment of data and demographics
Roundtable discussions with stakeholders
Community open houses
Online mapping activities
Interviews with individual stakeholders and transportation providers

Local Demographic and Socio-Economic Data

Data for each target population group were aggregated by Census Block Group for transportation
analysis. The demographic and socio-economic data is valuable because a comparison of where the
highest and lowest densities individuals who are most likely to need transportation live. This information
can then be compared to the locations of (1) major trip generators, and (2) available transportation
services.

For the Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA), staff utilized a U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT)
formula (last modified in 2011 by the Capital Area Transit Authority in Lansing, Michigan) to locate
regions containing larger concentrations of driving age citizens with limited to no access to personal
automobiles. The analysis used data from the 2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates at the block group level, which
provided detailed demographic information applicable to transit-dependent population calculations not
attainable from the Decennial Census. The following displays the steps necessary to develop inputs for
the transit-dependent population calculation:
•
•
•

Household Drivers = (population age 18 and over) - (persons living in group quarters)
Transit-Dependent Household Population = (household drivers) - (vehicles available)
Transit-Dependent Population = (transit-dependent household population) + (population
ages 10-17) + (non-institutionalized population living in group quarters)

While transit-dependent population is important for quantifying potential transit demand, it is more
specific to citizens who are unable to acquire or drive an automobile. Transit-dependent
population does not include other socioeconomic metrics that would classify citizens as “Target Transit
Riders,” or those more likely to need transit due to health, physical ability, or for fiscal reasons. These
subgroups make up a slightly different viewpoint for transit demand compared to transit-dependent
population estimates. Target Transit Riders (TTR), for the purpose of this study, include the populations
listed below (all subgroup values were retrieved from the 2017 5-year ACS):
•
•
•
•
•
•

Elderly (people over the age of 65)
Persons with disabilities
People who are members of racial, ethnic, religious and other minority groups
Households who speak limited English
Households living in poverty
Households without a motor vehicle

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) populations are comprised of people who indicated on the 2017 ACS
that they either do not speak English at all or do not speak English well.
To calculate TTR, the six groups listed above were summed at the block group level, representing the
total number of riders in each block group. Due to the nature of these demographic characteristics, it is
possible, and highly likely, that some people belong to more than one of the population subsets used in
the TTR calculation (e.g. someone who is older than 65 may also have a disability). This means that some
people were probably counted more than once in the TTR totals. The chance of “double-counting”
people with the calculation method is unavoidable because it is impossible to identify which
demographic characteristics apply to each individual person in the community. However, for the
purposes of this analysis, counting people more than once in the TTR calculation can be considered a
positive outcome because it considers people who may face more than one barrier to personal mobility.
The Transit Needs Index (TNI) is a combination of the transit-dependent population and TTR as a
percentage of the overall population. As acknowledged in the previous section, the likelihood of double
counting a person by demographic characteristic in this process is both probable and beneficial to
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identifying barriers to populations dependent on transit. That is, where someone might be elderly,
disabled, and below the poverty line, they are facing cascading factors affecting their mobility.
The effects of this double counting are seen in the map represented in Figure 12 where the index is very
high in many block groups in the urban areas and southwest sections of the MPA. Figure 13 details the
TNI scores within the urban areas of Newark, Heath, and Granville.
In general, areas with high population density also contain populations that have higher transit need,
which pinpoints where populations that have higher than normal transit needs (populations of
minorities, seniors, disabled, poverty stricken, or do not own a car) are located. See Figures 12 & 13.
This analysis also included households below the ALICE Threshold. “ALICE, an acronym for Asset Limited,
Income Constrained, Employed, represents the growing number of individuals and families who are
working, but are unable to afford the basic necessities of housing, childcare, food, transportation, and
health care.” 1 Twenty-eight percent of Licking County households were identified as ALICE households.
ALICE groups were added to the original TNI index to determine areas that demonstrated high transit
need. Areas of Newark, Heath, Buckeye Lake, and Pataskala all demonstrated high transit need based on
the previously mentioned population metrics.

The ALICE methodology is available at:
https://www.dropbox.com/s/ktg3ioqxpp6kgle/18UW_ALICE_Project_Methodology_04.01.19.pdf?dl=0

1

39

Figure 12: Transit Needs Index for Licking County, 2017
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Figure 13: Transit Needs Index for Newark-Heath-Granville, 2017
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Figures 14 & 15 illustrate the location of the top origins and destinations for the trips made by LCT, as
well as major employment zones and industrial parks, as they represent areas of high transit need.
Figure 14: Licking County Transit: Origin-Destination Heat Map, 2019
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Figure 15: Licking County Transit: Origin-Destination Heat Map - Newark-Heath-Granville, 2019
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Analysis of Demographic Data

Analysis of the demographic data for Licking County indicates that 21.5 percent of the population is 65
years of age or older. The population is primarily White Caucasian, with the 7.6 percent of the minority
population being distributed across multiple races. The majority of residents are English speaking, with
only 0.4 percent of residents claiming to speak English “less than very well.”
Sixty-five percent of Licking County residents commute to work outside of Licking County, with 25
percent commuting to Columbus, Ohio. The average commute time is 25.8 minutes. 6.4 percent of the
population has super-commutes in excess of 60 minutes. The normal U.S. worker commute is only 24.8
minutes, again representing a stress on families. Around four percent of families and 11 percent of
individuals report incomes below poverty level. 4.8 percent of families report no motor vehicle, while
some residents lack the income to purchase fuel and insurance or maintain vehicles. This is of major
significance given the lack of fixed route transit services. Distances between sites, and roadways without
sidewalks, make walking and riding bikes difficult, and sometimes dangerous. Citizens who lack eligibility
for public services rely heavily on friends, neighbors and family members for transportation. Limited
access to grocery stores affects healthy food choices, which in turn has an impact on obesity rates and
other health outcomes within the county.
Almost seventeen percent (16.9 percent) of the population identifies as having a disability. In the senior
population, 19.2 percent of persons 65-74 years of age report a disability, and 16.6 percent of persons
75 years and over report a disability. This is significant in that it indicates a possible increase in need for
assistance and transportation services as the population continues to age. Twenty percent of requests
for service within the current transportation system are for medical care. The final issue, which is not
clearly reflected in the demographics, but which is of concern, is the general isolation of residents who
lack easy access to social and recreational events. Isolation impacts health and wellness and leads to
higher than average suicide rates. Licking County ranks in the top 30 percent in the state of Ohio with a
suicide rate of 13.04 per 100,000 residents. This compares to Ohio’s suicide rate of 14.81 per 100,000
and the U.S. rate of 14.01 per 100,000 (CDC: 1999-2017 Final Data Released 12/6/2018. Some Counties
may be Suppressed). This is especially true for residents who do not qualify for services based on age,
income or health.

General Public and Stakeholder Meetings/Focus Groups

LCATS hosted and facilitated 2 local meetings and focus groups to discuss the unmet transportation
needs and gaps in mobility and transportation. 53 of people participated in the meetings. During the
meeting, LCATS presented highlights of historical coordinated transportation in the Licking County and
discussed the activities since the last Coordinated Public Transit Human Services Transportation Plan
that have helped to address some of the unmet transportation needs and gaps in services for the area.
Participants discussed mobility issues to achieve, preserve, avoid, or eliminate through coordination
during the meetings. Coordinated transportation stakeholders will consider these unmet needs when
developing transportation goals and strategies, and grant applications. The exhibit at the end of this
section provides a summary of the unmet mobility needs discussed during the meeting as well as the
needs identified by the survey results.
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Mapping Activity
Methodology
Consultant staff prepared a 15-question online survey and GIS-based mapping activity designed to
gather input from all members of the community including transit users and non-users. The survey and
GIS tool were hosted on a single website using ESRI’s ArcGIS Online platform. The survey was also made
available in hard copy at the open house meetings on October 2nd and 3rd. A hard copy version of the
community survey is included in Appendix D.
The GIS mapping activity allowed respondents to place comments on a specific geographic location,
identify pickup locations and proposed destinations and propose bus routes by drawing a line on the
map (Figure 29). A version of this activity was also conducted using paper maps at the open house
meetings on October 2nd and 3rd and the results were transferred to the online tool.
Figure 29: Community Feedback Online GIS Tool Interface

Key Mapping Activity Results
Results of the GIS mapping activity included proposed routes, pickup/drop off locations, and comments
tied to specific geographic locations. Figure 30 illustrates proposed routes and stops for Licking County
and the surrounding area, and Figure 31 illustrates the same information in greater detail for the
Newark-Granville-Heath area. This information will help inform service planning recommendations in
the TDP.
Respondents also left comments noting various issues and opportunities, including:
Importance of Licking Memorial Health Systems in addressing needs of disabled, elderly,
and those with mobility challenges.
• Transportation needs of college/university students
•
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• Current and future sites of employment for first, second, and third shift workers,
especially industrial areas
• Connections to Central Ohio Transit Authority (COTA)
• Connections to major commercial areas for groceries, shopping, etc.
• Routes along Main Street and better connections to Downtown Newark
• Route between Granville and Newark for students and residents
• Routes to Johnstown and New Albany
• Limited river crossings
• Food desert - need access to Kroger, Walmart, etc.
• Route along 30th Street in Newark/Heath

Figure 30: Proposed Routes and Stops, County and Surrounding Area
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Figure 31: Proposed Routes and Stops, Newark-Granville-Heath

Surveys

The following survey summaries include the information gained from the Community (463 responses)
and On-board (100 responses) Surveys. Of these respondents, 34 percent of individuals indicated they
had a disability; 14 percent of respondents were older adults.

Community Survey
Methodology
Consultant staff prepared a 15-question online survey and GIS-based mapping activity designed to
gather input from all members of the community including transit users and non-users. The survey and
GIS tool were hosted on a single website using ESRI’s ArcGIS Online platform. The survey was also made
available in hard copy at the open house meetings on October 2nd and 3rd. A hard copy version of the
community survey is included in Appendix D.
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The GIS mapping activity allowed respondents to place comments on a specific geographic location,
identify pickup locations and proposed destinations and propose bus routes by drawing a line on the
map (Figure 16). A version of this activity was also conducted using paper maps at the open house
meetings on October 2nd and 3rd and the results were transferred to the online tool.
Figure 16: Community Feedback Online GIS Tool Interface

Key Survey Results
A total of 462 individuals had completed the community survey in the electronic or paper format as of
December 2, 2019. The sections below outline some of the key results of the survey. Complete results
are included in Appendix D.
The community survey provided insight into the transit preferences of Licking County residents who do
not currently use transit. Some major themes included concerns with coverage and reliability, a lack of
knowledge of existing LCT services, interest in future transit use if concerns are addressed, and an
interest in future fixed-route service. The needs of those who do not currently use transit will be an
important consideration for service planning recommendations.
The following sections describe the results of the community survey.
DEMOGRAPHICS
The majority of respondents (71 percent) were from Newark, Granville,
Heath, Johnstown, or Pataskala. Only five percent of respondents were current LCT users and 77 percent
typically travel by driving themselves, compared to 84 percent who drive alone and 0.3 percent who use
transit countywide.10 Respondents were over 85 percent White, with Blacks and African Americans
making up the second largest group at approximately four percent. These were the two largest groups
among the on-board survey respondents and in countywide figures as well. Only 18 percent of
respondents did not have a driver’s license, compared to 86 percent for the on-board survey. Seventy48

eight percent had access to a car or truck, compared to roughly 60 percent for the on-board survey. Just
21 percent identified that they have a disability, compared to 89 percent for the on-board survey.
Demographic Highlights
•

86 percent White, 4 percent Black or African American

•

Household Income: 43 percent less than $30,000, 57 percent less than $50,000

•

18 percent do not have a driver’s license

•

21 percent have a disability

•

78 percent have access to a car or truck

TRANSIT USAGE
As shown in Figure 17, the highest priority for respondents among the options presented was better bus
coverage, or the ability for the bus to reach more destinations. The lowest priority among the four
options was door-to-door service. This is a key feature of the existing demand response service,
especially for clients with disabilities, including the majority of respondents to the on-board survey.
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Figure 17: Responses to “Which of the following is most important to you regarding transit?”

Respondents also had the opportunity to select multiple options from a list of common concerns related
to transit. Coverage was again the top concern, with reliability, travel times, and span of service also
receiving large numbers of votes (Figure 18).
Figure 18: Responses to “What are some concerns you have about Licking County Transit Service?”

A significant number of respondents selected “Other,” and listed a wide variety of concerns including:
Difficulty with scheduling or frustration with how far in advance trips must be scheduled
•

Lack of knowledge or uncertainty about what services are provided

•

“Information about public transit in my area is so difficult to find”

•

“I don't know much about it; isn't it only on-call for elderly and disabled?”

•

“There is not any form of public transit in Johnstown”
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When asked “If your concerns are addressed, how likely would you be to ride Licking County Transit in
the future?” 62 percent responded that it was “Likely” or “Very Likely,” suggesting potential for future
ridership growth. Current LCT users were also among those with concerns. Roughly 50 percent of those
who take transit regularly noted they have had issues with scheduling/customer service.
Several questions in the survey asked about various tradeoffs related to how transit service is delivered.
Fifty-four percent of respondents indicated that when using transit they would rather get to their
destination faster and walk more, while 46 percent said they would rather arrive slower and walk less.
As shown in Figure 19, 40 percent of respondents would prefer that transit service ran later in the
evening compared to 24 percent preferring service earlier in the morning. While 36 percent indicated
that the current span of service is sufficient, it should be noted that only five percent of respondents
currently utilize LCT.

Figure 19: Responses to “I would rather transit service ran…”

Finally, respondents were asked the following question related to future types of service: “Would you be
interested in fixed-route transit service where vehicles run on regular, scheduled routes with fixed
stops?” A majority (57 percent) indicated that they would be interested in this type of service. Fixedroute transit service aligns with other priorities identified by the Community Survey, including less focus
on door-to-door service and being more willing to walk farther to access transit.

On-Board Survey
Methodology
Consultant staff conducted a 21-question on-board survey of LCT users. On-board surveys are designed
to assess who currently uses the transit system as well as identify their current trip purpose. Participants
are further asked to describe their general thoughts about how they use the service and its strengths
and weaknesses. The survey was distributed by consultant staff in person as well as by the drivers.
The in-person portion of the on-board survey was conducted over four consecutive days from
September 30 to October 3, 2019. Consultant staff rode LCT buses during normal hours of operation and
administered the survey to riders who expressed interest in participating. Conducting the survey in
person increased the likelihood of transit riders completing the survey and generated responses from
users who may not have taken the survey on their own. It also allowed consultant staff
to gather feedback and comments from transit operators.
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The survey was available in both paper and electronic (via SurveyMonkey) formats. In addition to the inperson surveys, paper surveys were provided to LCT for drivers to distribute to riders throughout the
month of October 2019 and were also made available at the open house meetings on October 2nd and
3rd (see Public Meetings section). A copy of the on-board survey is included in Appendix D.

Key Results
Fifty-four surveys were completed during the in-person survey period described above. A total of 102
transit users completed the on-board survey in the electronic or paper format. The sections below
outline some of the key results of the survey. Complete results are included in Appendix D.
The on-board survey provided insight into who uses LCT and for what purposes. Some key takeaways
from the survey included the importance of transit service for transportation to work, the lack of
alternatives, the importance of the service overall, and the frequency with which many users utilize
transit services. The needs of current transit users will be key to the final recommendations of the TDP.
The following sections provide a high-level overview of the on-board survey results.
DEMOGRAPHICS
The majority of survey respondents had a household income less than $25,000 (72 percent), did not
have a driver’s license (86 percent), and considered themselves to have a disability (89 percent). Roughly
60 percent of respondents lived in a household with access to one or more vehicles. While these
respondents have access to vehicles, it is likely that they live with family members who travel by
personal vehicle and cannot or do not want to drive themselves. As shown in Figure 13 and discussed
below, 79 percent of respondents indicated that they can’t drive or don’t like to drive. Taken together,
these findings suggest that LCT is an important provider of accessible transportation services
for individuals who cannot or choose not to use other modes of transportation.
Demographic Highlights
•
91 percent White or Caucasian, 9 percent Black or African American
•
Household Income: 72 percent less than $25,000, 85 percent less than $50,000
•
86 percent do not have a driver’s license
•
89 percent consider themselves to have a disability
•
Vehicles in household: 0 (40 percent), 1 (27 percent), 2+ (33 percent)
Table 20 illustrates the race/ethnicity breakdown of the survey. Most respondents identified as White or
Caucasian, with Black or African American making up the second largest racial group. This generally
reflects the racial makeup of Licking County, where the largest racial group is White at roughly
95 percent. While the Black or African American group is the second largest in both cases, the share
within the survey respondents was almost double the overall county share of roughly five percent.6
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Table 20: Race/Ethnicity of On-Board Survey Respondents
Race
Percent
White or Caucasian
91 percent
Black or African American
9 percent
American Indian or Alaska Native
2 percent
Another race
2 percent
Hispanic or Latino
0 percent
Asian or Asian American
0 percent
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 0 percent
The largest single age group of survey respondents was 25-44, at 35 percent, followed by 18-24 at 20
percent. The combined categories representing transit users age 65 and older made up roughly 21
percent, which is slightly higher than the overall percentage in the county (15 percent).
Figure 21: Age of On-Board Survey Respondents

TRANSIT USAGE CHARACTERISTICS
Responses to the questions discussed below (Figures 22 through 28) provide insight into why and how
much LCT riders utilize transit services.
As shown in Figure 22, the single largest reason for transit use is that respondents cannot or do not like
to drive, followed by lack of access to a vehicle. Respondents were also asked how they would have
made their trip that day if transit service was not available. Forty-two percent indicated that they would
not have made the trip, and 41 percent said they would have asked a family member or friend.
This suggests that transit provides mobility independence to Licking County residents.
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Figure 22: Responses to “Why do you ride the bus? (Check all that apply)”

Survey respondents were also asked to share the purpose of the trip they were undertaking when they
received the survey. As illustrated in Figure 23, nearly half of respondents were utilizing transit services
to get to work. Those responding “Other” indicated a destination not listed or multiple destinations such
as a combined trip for shopping and a medical appointment.
Figure 23: Responses to “Why are you riding the bus today?”

In terms of the frequency of transit use, Figure 24 illustrates that 57 percent of respondents reported
that they ride LCT 5-7 days per week. This indicates that transit riders are more likely to be dependent
on transportation and use it frequently. This is consistent with the high percentage of respondents
utilizing transit services to access employment.
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Figure 24: Responses to “How often do you ride LCT?”

On-board survey questions also addressed the frequency of transit use for specific destination types.
While most respondents do not use LCT to access school or job training, some use it as many as 5-7 days
per week (Figure 25).
Figure 25: Responses to “How often do you ride the bus for school or job training

Nearly a third of survey respondents use LCT to get to work 5-7 days per week, while another 28 percent
do so 2-4 days per week (Figure 26). In addition, 38 percent of respondents stated that without bus
service they would lose their job, which speaks to the importance or the service for those individuals in
the community.
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Figure 26: Responses to “How often do you take the bus to work?”

The majority of survey respondents do not use LCT to access health care. However roughly 13 percent
said they rely on the service for this purpose two or more times per week (Figure 27). Although the
majority of riders do not use LCT for health care, those who do rely on the service multiple times a
week. In addition, 28 percent of respondents indicated that without access to bus service they would
have to skip a few or many doctor visits or prescriptions.
Figure 27: Responses to “How often do you ride the bus for health care?”

Transit users were also asked about the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with various
statements related to the intangible impacts of transit. As shown in Figure 28, a majority of
respondents have positive impressions of transit. A majority indicated that transit improves their overall
quality of life, allows them to live independently, reduces their stress level, increases social interaction,
and allows them to make more trips. Eighty-one percent also reported that the bus helps keep them
connected to their town.
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Figure 28: Responses to “Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following
statements:”
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Challenges to Coordinated Transportation

In addition to identifying needs, the planning committee gathered information from stakeholders and
used their own professional experience to identify challenges to providing coordinated transportation
services. These challenges include the following:
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Geographic proximity between resources limits collaboration and coordination of services,
particularly across county lines.
The time involved to transport outside of the county increases the cost of transportation, the
time to transport, mileage and wear and tear on vehicles, and reduces availability for other
services.
Additionally, since the major public transportation provider (LCT) does not offer fixed route
services trips are not cost efficient and coordination needs major improvements
Not all human services agencies have capacity to provide transportation to their clients
Some physicians and other providers within the delivery area have stopped using transit services
due to poor coordination/scheduling of service.
Technology, such as scheduling software and call-back systems, would improve efficiency and
coordination of services, if available.
Rising costs of vehicle maintenance for older vehicles provides challenges in both cost and the
availability of vehicles.
The public is often unaware of the availability of services, or request transportation services that
cannot be met.
Due to the large number of assisted living facilities, it is very difficult to meet all transportation
requests with the current resources.
Organizational buy-in for coordination, sharing of costs, etc.
Lack of adequate staffing to provide sufficient services
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Summary of Unmet Mobility Needs

The following table describes the unmet transportation needs that were identified, and the method
used to identify each need.
Table 21: Prioritized Unmet Mobility Needs
Unmet Need Description
Underserved populations such as low-income, minority, limited
English proficiency, and those who identify as having a disability.
Maintain and improve ADA accessibility on all transit vehicles
Sustainable funding to maintain and improve current services.
Persons needing transportation to and from places of employment,
especially outside of the county, or on weekends and evenings.
Students need transit to get to and from school (both K-12 and
higher education)
Human services providers need transportation for clients
Regional transportation needed; many residents work in Columbus
People unaware of services, which indicates a need for outreach
and education
Transportation to social and recreational events such as the
grocery, visits with family, community events, etc., that would
reduce isolation and improve quality of life
Need for a centralized, transit hub/layover station in downtown
Newark

Method Used to Identify and
Rank Need
Public meetings, stakeholder
interviews, on-board surveys,
online/paper surveys.
Stakeholder interviews
Stakeholder interviews
Stakeholder interviews, public
meetings, surveys, mapping
activities
Stakeholder interviews, public
meetings, surveys, mapping
activities
Stakeholder interviews
Stakeholder interviews, public
meetings, surveys, mapping
activities
Stakeholder interviews, public
meetings, surveys
Stakeholder interviews, public
meetings, surveys, mapping
activities
Stakeholder interviews, public
meetings, surveys, mapping
activities
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V. Goals and Strategies
Developing Strategies to Address Gaps and Needs

Strategies for improving transportation in the Licking County region should address the service gaps and
user needs identified in this plan. The gaps and unmet needs were based on information obtained from
geographic analysis, public meetings, and survey responses.
Based on information gathered throughout the planning process, LCATS developed the following
strategies to address the gaps and unmet transportation needs. Priority levels are assigned by
considering the primary funding sources that could be available to support plan implementation
compared to the importance of meeting this unmet need expressed by the public and stakeholders. Not
all strategies are activities specifically eligible for funding under the existing programs, nor is it
guaranteed that sufficient funding will be available to achieve every strategy identified. In addition, local
stakeholders will need to provide support and commit to pursuing the strategies if they are to be
accomplished. Nonetheless, these strategies have been tailored to seven of the identified primary gaps
and needs.
Below is an outline describing the prioritized strategies to address each of the identified unmet
transportation needs and gaps in service.

Goal #1: Purchase and Replace Equipment (Including ADA compliant vehicles with
security cameras)
Need(s) Being Addressed: To improve current services and provide expanded services; to enhance
safety through appropriate lift equipment and camera equipped vehicles.

Strategy 1.1:
1. Apply for Section 5307 funding to replace/purchase equipment
2. Work with local agencies to subsidize federal funding with local match funds for capital investments
3. Reach out to the state to infer about additional funding sources and programs for capital
investments/safety improvements
Timeline for Implementation: Surveillance cameras should be purchased as soon as possible (2020),
vehicles can be replaced/purchased over the period of 2020-2030
Action Steps:
1. Reach out to all relevant federal, state, and local entities to discuss funding opportunities.
2. Pursue an estimate for the installation of surveillance systems on existing vehicles and costs of
purchasing new vehicles in the near to long-term future.
Parties Responsible for Leading Implementation: LCATS, LCTB, and LCT, other eligible non-profits
Parties Responsible for Supporting Implementation: LCATS, LCTB, and LCT
Resources Needed: 5307 funds, state funds, and local match
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Potential Cost Range: Dependent on Vehicle(s); will use the ODOT Vehicle Catalog and Selection Guide.
Potential Funding Sources: 5307 funds, state funds, and local match
Performance Measures/Targets: Replacement of older vehicles, Upgrading/Increasing Specialized
Vehicle Fleet, Number of vehicles with surveillance equipment on-board.

Goal #2: Utilize Technology to Improve Services (Scheduling Software, Callback
Systems)

Need(s) Being Addressed: Improve scheduling and coordination of services and eliminate waste due to
dry runs, etc. Promote improving operations and communications efficiency with GPS, radios or other
technology.

Strategy 2.1:
1. Evaluate RouteMatch software being implemented at LCT in 2020. Research other ODOT
approved vendors. Begin the process of requesting information and pricing.
Timeline for Implementation: Fall of 2020 to early 2021
Action Steps:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Evaluate RouteMatch software.
Evaluate opportunities to centralize coordinated scheduling systems among all providers.
Evaluate staffing; if needed, hire scheduler/transportation coordinator.
Secure funding to support technology improvements.
Implement call back systems to improve communication with clients and unproductive runs.

Parties Responsible for Leading Implementation: LCATS, LCTB, and LCT, all other transportation
providers in/around the region
Parties Responsible for Supporting Implementation: Transportation providers and local/county
leadership
Resources Needed: Hardware, Software, Mobile Devices, Training, Funding.
Potential Cost Range: Will depend on vendor selection and equipment to support the project.
Potential Funding Sources: 5307 funds, state funds, and local match
Performance Measures/Targets: Evidence of meeting(s) to evaluate ODOT vendors; Formal RFI and RFQ
obtained.
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Goal #3: Pilot Deviated Route Services for Higher Education, Hospitals, and other
Employers

Need(s) Being Addressed: Contract with large employment centers and higher education entities in the
county to pilot two deviated fixed route programs ahead of full implementation of deviated fixed routes
service.

Strategy 3.1:
Implement and monitor two deviated route pilot programs with existing staff and equipment to
evaluate the demand for deviated route services while monitoring the continue need for demand
response services.
Timeline for Implementation: Fall of 2020 to early 2021
Action Steps:
1. Meet with employment center and higher education representatives to work out a contract
and service characteristics for pilot programs.
2. Dedicate two vehicles and staff for these proposed pilot routes.
3. Implement, monitor, and shift service accordingly.
Parties Responsible for Leading Implementation: LCATS, LCTB, and LCT
Parties Responsible for Supporting Implementation: LCT, employment centers, hospitals, and higher
education entities
Resources Needed: Vehicles, staff, and funding.
Potential Cost Range: Will depend on desired service.
Potential Funding Sources: 5307 funds, state funds, local match, contract revenue.
Performance Measures/Targets: Draft service plan, implementation of pilot routes.
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Goal #4: Create a Regional Mobility Management Program

The need for a mobility management program is clear as a lack of reliable transportation continues to be
a major problem for the low-to-moderate income individuals in Licking County. Currently, there is not a
mobility management program in the service area, but LCT as the sole provider of public transportation
can provide increased coordination efforts between itself and other transportation services within the
service area. There are several private and non-profit transportation providers that would benefit from a
uniform channel of communication and coordination. The Mobility Management Program will help
address these critical needs of all residents within the service area with transit needs.
Need(s) Being Addressed: The Mobility Management Program will address identified community needs
by increasing access to mobility for residents of Licking County. This will be accomplished by increasing
understanding and awareness of community transportation needs, informing the community of current
transportation options and programs, assisting individuals with accessing all community transportation
options and promoting transportation needs in local and regional planning activities.

Strategy 4.1:
Gather all transportation providers in/around the region to sit down for a roundtable meeting to create
a uniform channel of communication both between providers and to passengers.
Timeline for Implementation: The Mobility Management Program should begin in late 2020.
Action Steps:
1. Hold a roundtable meeting to make sure all transportation providers are willing and in
agreement for program.
2. Develop a Licking County mobility management website.
3. Develop a Transportation Guide, which will be both published and accessible through the
Mobility Management website.
4. Develop a Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC), utilizing key stakeholders previously
identified in stakeholder interviews.
5. Conduct outreach and education.
6. Solicit any funding available and necessary to support the program.
Parties Responsible for Leading Implementation: LCT
Parties Responsible for Supporting Implementation: LCT, transportation providers in the region.
Resources Needed: Space for meeting, addition staff to support additional requires as a result.
Potential Cost Range: Dependent upon staffing needs
Potential Funding Sources: 5307 funds, state funds, and local match
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Performance Measures/Targets: Mobility Manager Program initiated, website developed, Resource
guide published, TAC created.

Goal #5: Expand Public Outreach and Education

To improve communication with consumers and the public about available services; to reduce waste
resulting from dry runs or insufficient communication with current consumers.
Need(s) Being Addressed: Create awareness of available services in the public; reduce financial losses
and time wasted from no call/no shows.

Strategy 5.1:
Pursue multiple avenues for educating the public on transportation resources that are available;
educate consumers on how to eliminate waste associated with dry runs and improve efficiency through
better preparation and communication.
Timeline for Implementation: 2021
Action Steps:
1. Develop the Licking County mobility management website.
2. Develop a transportation guide to be both published and added to a mobility
management website.
3. Replace negative stigmas of public transportation with positive perceptions.
4. Enhance local advertisements (TV, radio, newspapers, etc.)
5. Tailor outreach messages for hard to reach residents:
• Distribute educational materials through Meals on Wheels, YMCA, Boys & Girls
Clubs, etc.
• Use churches as networks
6. Establish a hot line for transportation requests.
7. Distribute educational brochures and contact information for cancelling service
requests.
Parties Responsible for Leading Implementation: LCATS
Parties Responsible for Supporting Implementation: LCT and other transportation providers
Resources Needed: Personnel to develop training materials, newspaper and other broadcast materials.
Potential Cost Range: Will vary with resources used.
Potential Funding Sources: 5307 funds, state funds, and local match
Performance Measures/Targets: Evidence of Newspaper Ads, Distribution of Brochures and
Development of the Transportation Website and Transportation Guide.
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Goal #6: Implement Deviated Route Service

Need(s) Being Addressed: Deviated route services will provide Licking County with more reliable and
consistent daily transit services, while maintaining the flexibility of demand response.

Strategy 6.1:
Work with LCT and local transportation providers as well as all local stakeholders to implement deviated
route service that expands the service coverage of the previously implemented pilot programs.
Timeline for Implementation: 2021
Action Steps:
1. Continue to maintain and establish new contracts with local agencies to supplement service
costs.
2. Meet with transportation providers and local stakeholders to ensure service coverage will
meet the needs of the region.
3. Work with LCT to secure funding for capital costs to ensure there is capacity to provide
these services.
4. Implement services by coordinating with all transportation providers in the region.
Parties Responsible for Leading Implementation: LCATS, LCTB, and LCT
Parties Responsible for Supporting Implementation: LCT, transportation providers, employment
centers, and higher education entities.
Resources Needed: Vehicles, staff, and funding.
Potential Cost Range: Will depend on desired service.
Potential Funding Sources: 5307 funds, state funds, local match, and contract revenue.
Performance Measures/Targets: Draft service plan, evidence of meetings with transportation providers
and stakeholders, implementation of services.
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Goal #7: Conduct a Feasibility Study for Transitioning to Fixed Route Services

To determine whether the population within the region would support a public fixed route transit
system in both utilization and financial support.
Need(s) Being Addressed: Providing transit services that offers a fixed route service would give Licking
County residents a more consistent and convenient form of public transportation. Providing this type of
service would address the majority of the identified needs within the county. 1.) It would provide
consistent/convenient access to community resources, such as grocery stores, employment centers,
community centers, shopping malls, etc. 2.) It would reduce the demand on door-to-door transit
services, making these services less strained and more accessible to assist those who cannot use fixed
route transit. 3.) It has the potential to reduce expenses for current providers by eliminating short runs
and reducing mileage. 4.) It would provide alternative transportation options for senior citizens, the
financially disadvantaged, the disabled and the general public. 5.) County residents would have
transportation to address their personal, business, social and recreational needs, ultimately improving
their quality of life.

Strategy 7.1:
Work with LCT to evaluate the performance of current services and the continued need to
expand/change those services to fixed routes and develop a plan of action.
Timeline for Implementation: 2024-2025
Action Steps: Network with other small urban/rural counties who have successfully implemented fixed
route transit services. Work with ODOT for oversight and additional funding opportunities.
• Visit Southeast Area Transit (SEAT).
• Visit Central Ohio Transit Authority (COTA).
• Work with ODOT.
Parties Responsible for Leading Implementation: LCT, LCATS, LCTB
Parties Responsible for Supporting Implementation: LCT
Resources Needed: LCATS, LCTB
Potential Cost Range: Will depend on resources used to conduct the study.
Potential Funding Sources: ODOT 5307, Transportation Providers, additional state and local funds.
Performance Measures/Targets: Evidence of meetings with SEAT, COTA, and ODOT.
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VI. Plan Adoption
As the Lead Agency, LCATS will have documentation of any official decisions made by the planning
committee in reference to the Coordinated Plan. Planning members will sign their name (one person per
agency) to a resolution supplied by ODOT as part of the planning tool, signifying their acceptance of the
final plan.
The Fast Act requires the plan development process must include older adults, individuals with
disabilities, members of the general public and representatives from public, private and non-profit
transportation and human services providers. It does not, however, mandate the body or organization
that must adopt the plan. The Section 5307 program specifies that individuals who adopt the plan must
include individuals who were involved in the planning process. Therefore, the local planning committee
will accept the responsibility of plan adoption and approving future amendments of the plan.
In order to reach final approval, certain requirements must be met. A copy of the draft plan will be made
available to stakeholders and the general public upon request prior to a scheduled community meeting.
All stakeholders, as well as the general public, will be notified of and invited to participate in a public
comment period. Documentation will be maintained by the Lead Agency and made available upon
request.
The Lead Agency will document all comments received, including a summary of any requested changes,
and a summary of any actions taken in response to the comments. The Lead Agency will make any
changes needed to the draft plan.
The final draft, including documentation of feedback, will be distributed to the planning committee via
email, link or paper copy. If the planning committee requests significant edits, the edits will be
incorporated and a second opportunity for stakeholder feedback will be repeated.
If there are no significant edits to the plan, the plan adoption meeting will be scheduled, and the
planning committee will vote to adopt the plan. The plan will be adopted by a majority vote, where each
organization on the planning committee will receive one vote.
The Plan Adoption Page will be signed by committee participants and submitted to ODOT, along with a
copy of the Final Coordinated Plan. The Lead Agency will provide each member of the planning
committee a final copy of the coordinated plan either electronically or via hardcopy.
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Appendix A: List of Transit Board & Steering Committee
Members
Table 22: Licking County Transit Board
Rick Black
Brandon Galik
Olivia Biggs
Jeff Hindel
Deb Cole
Bill Cost
Dick Morrow

Name

Affiliation
Licking County Commissioner
City of Pataskala
Villages
Townships
Citizen at Large
City of Newark
City of Heath

Table 23: Steering Committee Members
Chris Harkness
Matt Hill
Jim Lenner
Deb Young
Jennifer McDonald
David McManus

Name

Juana Hostin
Bill MacDonald
Olivia Biggs
Nate Keirns
Deb Dingus
Ben Broyles
Rick Black
Irene Kennedy

Affiliation
LCATS
LCATS
Village of Johnstown
Licking Memorial Hospital
Licking County Chamber of Commerce
Licking County Board of Developmental
Disabilities
Ohio DOT
The Ohio State University - Newark
Licking County Public Health/Licking County
Transit Board
Licking County Job and Family Services
United Way of Licking County
Licking Memorial Hospital
Board of Licking County Commissioners
Community Member

In addition to participants listed above, the planning committee also included representation of older
adults, people with disabilities, and members of the general public. In addition to hosting a planning
committee, LCATS and other planning committee members also conducted a wide variety of activities
designed to increase involvement of community stakeholders in identifying community resources,
addressing community needs, and setting goals and priorities. More information about the efforts that
occurred is available upon request. To request additional information please contact:
Name: Matt Hill, Technical Study Director
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Agency: Licking County Area Transportation Study (LCATS)
Phone Number: (740) 670-5200
E-mail Address: mhill@lcounty.com
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Appendix B: List of Annual Reviews and Plan Amendments
It is required that this plan be reviewed by the planning committee annually. For more information on
when the next annual review will occur, how to be involved in the annual review process or to request
information on how to make changes or corrections to this plan between annual reviews, please
contact:
Name: Matt Hill, Technical Study Director
Agency: Licking County Area Transportation Study (LCATS)
Phone Number: (740) 670-5200
e-mail Address: mhill@lcounty.com
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Appendix C: Definitions
There are several terms used throughout the plan that may be unique to transportation providers or
human service agencies. The terms are defined here for reference.
Coordination – Collaborative efforts toward understanding and meeting the mobility needs in the most
appropriate, cost effective, and responsive manner.
FAST Act – Congress established the funding for Federal Transit Administration programs through
authorizing legislation that amends Chapter 53 of Title 49 of the U.S. Code. On December 4, 2015,
President Obama signed the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act, reauthorizing surface
transportation programs through Fiscal Year 2020.
Gaps in Service – A break in the continuity of available transportation resources such as a break
between hours of operation or a break between two or more geographic areas.
Lead Agency – The organization responsible for facilitating outreach; composing a plan that meets the
requirements of current Federal and State legislation; maintaining documentation from the planning
process and making it available upon request; and leading stakeholders through annual reviews,
amendments, and updates of the plan. The Lead Agency also is responsible for submitting the adopted
Coordinated Plan and all amendments or updates to participating stakeholders and ODOT.
LCATS – Licking County Area Transportation Study
LCT – Licking County Transit
LCTB – Licking County Transit Board
Planning Committee – The Planning Committee is composed of key community stakeholders. The
Planning Committee members agree to actively participate in the planning process and act as the plan
advisory and adopting entity.
Ridership – The total number of passengers who boarded transportation vehicles are counted each time
they board a vehicle.
Section 5307 Program – The Urbanized Area Formula Grants program (49 U.S.C. 5307) makes federal
resources available to urbanized areas and to governors for transit capital and operating assistance in
urbanized areas and for transportation-related planning. An urbanized area is an incorporated area with
a population of 50,000 or more.
Transportation – Transportation is broadly defined to include traditional transit, human service agency
services, on-demand (taxi-like) services, bicycle and pedestrian programs and amenities.
Unmet Transportation Needs – Transportation that is wanted or desired but is not currently available.
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Appendix D: Attachments
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Licking County Transit On-Board Survey

Don’t have time to take the survey right now?
Use the QR code or visit the address below to
take it online at your convenience:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/7HT5XDL

Please help us understand how you use the bus.
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

What is your age?
☐ Younger than 18
☐ 18-24

☐ 25-44
☐ 45-64

☐ 65-74
☐ 75 or older

What is your race or ethnicity? (check all that apply)
☐ American Indian or Alaska Native
☐ White
☐ Asian
☐ Black or African American
☐ Hispanic or Latino

☐ Other, please specify:
___________________________
___________________________

What is your total annual household income (for all people in your household combined)?
☐ Less than $24,999
☐ $50,000 to $74,999
☐ $25,000 to $49,999
☐ $75,000 to $99,999
Do you have a driver’s license?
☐ Yes

☐ No

How many vehicles are in your household?
☐0

☐1

☐ 2 or more

Are you or anyone in your household a veteran?
☐Yes, I am a veteran
☐Yes, I am a veteran as are others in my household
Do you consider yourself to have a disability?
☐ Yes
Why are you riding the bus today?
☐Work
☐Errands or personal business
☐Taking someone else somewhere

☐ $100,000+

☐Yes, others in my household are veterans
☐No

☐ No

☐School or job training
☐Shopping or eating out
☐Health/medical/dental appointment
☐Social or recreation
☐Other: ________________________________________________

If bus service was not available, how would you have made this trip?
☐ I would not have made the trip
☐ Volunteer driver
☐ Used a taxi, Uber or Lyft
☐ Drive myself
☐ Walked
☐ Family or friend

10. How often do you ride Licking County Transit?
☐ About once a week
☐ 5-7 days per week
☐ A few days per month
☐ 2-4 days per week
11. Why do you ride the bus? Check all that apply.
☐ I can’t drive or don’t like to drive
☐ No access to a vehicle
☐ Too difficult to get rides from others
☐ It is important to be independent

☐ Bicycle
☐Other please specify:
____________________________

☐ Once a month or less
☐ This is my first time
☐ To save money
☐ It is convenient
☐ It is good for the environment
☐ Other: ________________________________
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Licking County Transit On-Board Survey

Don’t have time to take the survey right now?
Use the QR code or visit the address below to
take it online at your convenience:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/7HT5XDL

12. If bus service wasn’t available, would you need to move someplace else?
☐No, I could continue living in my current living in
☐Yes, I would move somewhere nearby
my current place
☐Yes, I would move to a different town or city
13. How often do you take the bus to work?
☐ Never
☐ 5-7 days per week

☐ 2-4 days per week
☐ About once a week

☐ A few days per month
☐ Once a month or less

14. How important is the bus service for getting to your job?
☐ Not applicable
☐ Somewhat important, I might lose my job
☐ Very important, I would lose
☐ Slightly important, I would probably
my job
keep my job

☐ Not important, I would keep
my job

15. How often do you ride the bus for school or job training?
☐ Never
☐ 2-4 days per week
☐ 5-7 days per week
☐ About once a week

☐ A few days per month
☐ Once a month or less

16. How often do you ride the bus for health care? (doctor visit, dentist, physical therapy, etc.)
☐ Never
☐ 2-4 days per week
☐ A few days per month
☐ 5-7 days per week
☐ About once a week
☐ Once a month or less
17. Would you skip doctor visits or prescriptions if bus service was not available?
☐ Yes, many
☐ Yes, few
18. Does the bus help keep you connected to your town?
☐ Yes

☐ No

☐ No

19. If the bus was not available, would you spend more money buying products online?
☐ No
☐ Yes
20. Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements:

Using transit:
Allows me to make more trips
Increases my social interaction with
other people
Reduces my stress level
Allows me to live independently
Improves my overall quality of life

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

21. Is there any other feedback or information that you would like to provide regarding how public transportation impacts your
life?
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
Thank you for completing this survey! Please give the survey to the survey or driver.
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Q1 What is your age?
Answered: 100

Skipped: 2

7.00%

Younger than 18

7.00%
20.00%

18-24

20.00%
35.00%

25-44

35.00%
17.00%

45-64

17.00%
10.00%

65-74

10.00%
11.00%

75 or older

0%

10%

11.00%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Younger than 18

7.00%

7

18-24

20.00%

20

25-44

35.00%

35

45-64

17.00%

17

65-74

10.00%

10

75 or older

11.00%

11

TOTAL

100
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Q2 What is your race/ethnicity. Please select all that apply.
Answered: 100

Skipped: 2

White or
Caucasian

91.00%
91.00%

Black or
African...

9.00%
9.00%

Hispanic or
Latino
Asian or Asian
American
American
Indian or...

2.00%
2.00%

Native
Hawaiian or...

2.00%

Another race
0%

2.00%
10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

White or Caucasian

91.00%

91

Black or African American

9.00%

9

Hispanic or Latino

0.00%

0

Asian or Asian American

0.00%

0

American Indian or Alaska Native

2.00%

2

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander

0.00%

0

Another race

2.00%

2

Total Respondents: 100
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Q3 What is your total household income (for all people in your household
combined?)
Answered: 83

Skipped: 19

Less than
$24,999

72.29%
72.29%

$25,000 to
$49,999

13.25%
13.25%

$50,000 to
$74,999

8.43%
8.43%

$75,000 to
$99,999

2.41%
2.41%

Over than
$100,000

3.61%
0%

3.61%
10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Less than $24,999

72.29%

60

$25,000 to $49,999

13.25%

11

$50,000 to $74,999

8.43%

7

$75,000 to $99,999

2.41%

2

Over than $100,000

3.61%

3

TOTAL

83
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Q4 Do you have a driver's license?
Answered: 99

Skipped: 3

14.14%

Yes

14.14%

85.86%

No

85.86%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Yes

14.14%

14

No

85.86%

85

TOTAL

99
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Q5 How many vehicles are in your household?
Answered: 96

Skipped: 6

39.58%

0

39.58%

27.08%

1

27.08%

33.33%

2 or more

33.33%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

0

39.58%

38

1

27.08%

26

2 or more

33.33%

32

TOTAL

96
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Q6 Are you or anyone in your household a veteran?
Answered: 93

Yes, I am a
veteran

Skipped: 9

1.08%
1.08%

Yes, I am a
veteran as a...

1.08%
1.08%

Yes, other in
my household...

4.30%
4.30%

No, no one in
my household...

93.55%
93.55%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Yes, I am a veteran

1.08%

1

Yes, I am a veteran as are others in my household

1.08%

1

Yes, other in my household are veterans

4.30%

4

No, no one in my household is a veteran

93.55%

87

TOTAL

93
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Q7 Do you consider yourself to have a disability?
Answered: 97

Skipped: 5

88.66%

Yes

88.66%

11.34%

No

11.34%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Yes

88.66%

86

No

11.34%

11

TOTAL

97
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Q8 Why are you riding the bus today?
Answered: 100

Skipped: 2

45.0%

Work

45.0%

Errands or
personal...

2.0%
2.0%

School or job
training

13.0%
13.0%
13.0%

Health/medical/
dental...

13.0%

Shopping or
eating out

2.0%
2.0%
6.0%

Social or
recreation

6.0%

Taking someone
else somewhere
Other (please
specify)

19.0%
0%

10%

19.0%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Work

45.0%

45

Errands or personal business

2.0%

2

School or job training

13.0%

13

Health/medical/dental appointment

13.0%

13

Shopping or eating out

2.0%

2

Social or recreation

6.0%

6

Taking someone else somewhere

0.0%

0

Other (please specify)

19.0%

19

TOTAL

100

#

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)

DATE

1

Dayhab

11/8/2019 1:55 PM

2

Dayhab

11/8/2019 1:46 PM

3

ADS

11/8/2019 1:41 PM

4

Volunteer at LICCO

11/8/2019 1:35 PM

5

ADS

11/8/2019 1:21 PM

6

Other

11/8/2019 1:18 PM

7

work, adult daycare

10/9/2019 3:08 PM

8

adult daycare

10/9/2019 3:07 PM

9

work, adult daycare

10/9/2019 3:06 PM

10

work, adult daycare

10/9/2019 3:05 PM

11

work, adult daycare

10/9/2019 3:04 PM

12

work, adult daycare

10/9/2019 3:03 PM

13

work, adult daycare

10/9/2019 3:01 PM

14

silver sneakers

10/9/2019 2:52 PM
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15

Work, adult daycare

10/9/2019 2:37 PM

16

I have a disabilty

10/9/2019 2:15 PM

17

Work, School or job training, Health/medical/dental appointment

10/9/2019 1:41 PM

18

Camp

10/8/2019 4:15 PM

19

Day Rehab

10/6/2019 2:18 PM
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Q9 If bus service was not available, how would you have made this trip?
Answered: 98

I would not
have made th...

Skipped: 4

41.84%
41.84%

Drive myself
Family or
friend
Volunteer
driver
Taxi, Uber or
Lyft

1.02%
1.02%
40.82%
40.82%
1.02%
1.02%
4.08%
4.08%
5.10%

Walked

5.10%
Biked

Other (please
specify)

6.12%
0%

6.12%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

I would not have made the trip

41.84%

41

Drive myself

1.02%

1

Family or friend

40.82%

40

Volunteer driver

1.02%

1

Taxi, Uber or Lyft

4.08%

4

Walked

5.10%

5

Biked

0.00%

0

Other (please specify)

6.12%

6

TOTAL

98

#

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)

DATE

1

Staff from CDS

11/8/2019 1:58 PM

2

unknown

10/21/2019 4:56 AM

3

drive myself, family or friend, used a taxi, Uber, or Lyft

10/9/2019 3:12 PM

4

Would not have made this trip, Family or friend

10/9/2019 1:37 PM

5

LICCO

10/4/2019 6:44 PM

6

MRDD transportation

10/4/2019 7:09 AM
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Q10 How often do you ride Licking County Transit?
Answered: 96

Skipped: 6

5-7 days per
week

57.29%
57.29%

2-4 days per
week

30.21%
30.21%

About once a
week

4.17%
4.17%

A few days per
month

5.21%
5.21%

Once a month
or less

3.13%
3.13%

This is my
first time...
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

5-7 days per week

57.29%

55

2-4 days per week

30.21%

29

About once a week

4.17%

4

A few days per month

5.21%

5

Once a month or less

3.13%

3

This is my first time riding the bus

0.00%

0

TOTAL

96
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Q11 Why do you ride the bus? Check all that apply
Answered: 98

Skipped: 4

I can't drive
or don't lik...

78.57%
78.57%

No access to a
vehicle

46.94%
46.94%

Too difficult
to get rides...

30.61%
30.61%
10.20%

To save money

10.20%

It is
convenient

23.47%
23.47%

It is
important to...

35.71%
35.71%

It is good for
the environment

10.20%
10.20%
6.12%

Other (please
specify)
0%

6.12%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

I can't drive or don't like to drive

78.57%

77

No access to a vehicle

46.94%

46

Too difficult to get rides from others

30.61%

30

To save money

10.20%

10

It is convenient

23.47%

23

It is important to be independent

35.71%

35

It is good for the environment

10.20%

10

Other (please specify)

6.12%

6

Total Respondents: 98
#

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)

DATE

1

disability

10/21/2019 4:56 AM

2

I have epilepsy and not allowed to drive

10/16/2019 7:05 AM

3

I want to work

10/12/2019 3:26 PM

4

support the bus system

10/9/2019 2:41 PM

5

I can’t get a drivers license due to disability.

10/4/2019 5:13 PM

6

I cannot drive due to disability and my mother works

10/4/2019 7:44 AM
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Q12 If bus service wasn't available, would you need to move someplace
else?
Answered: 97

Skipped: 5

No, I could
continue liv...

78.35%
78.35%

Yes, I would
move somewhe...

9.28%
9.28%

Yes, I would
move to a...

12.37%
12.37%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

No, I could continue living in my current living in my current place

78.35%

76

Yes, I would move somewhere nearby

9.28%

9

Yes, I would move to a different town or city

12.37%

12

TOTAL

97
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Q13 How often do you take the bus to work?
Answered: 96

5-7 days per
week

Skipped: 6

31.25%
31.25%

2-4 days per
week

28.13%
28.13%

About once a
week

1.04%
1.04%

A few days per
month

1.04%
1.04%

Once a month
or less

1.04%
1.04%
37.50%

Never

0%

10%

20%

30%

37.50%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

5-7 days per week

31.25%

30

2-4 days per week

28.13%

27

About once a week

1.04%

1

A few days per month

1.04%

1

Once a month or less

1.04%

1

Never

37.50%

36

TOTAL

96
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Q14 How important is the bus service for getting to your job?
Answered: 94

Skipped: 8

35.11%

Not applicable

35.11%
Very
important, I...

38.30%
38.30%

Somewhat
important, I...

9.57%
9.57%

Slightly
important, I...

13.83%
13.83%

Not important,
I would keep...

3.19%
0%

3.19%
10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Not applicable

35.11%

33

Very important, I would lose my job

38.30%

36

Somewhat important, I might lose my job

9.57%

9

Slightly important, I would probably keep my job

13.83%

13

Not important, I would keep my job

3.19%

3

TOTAL

94
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Q15 How often do you ride the bus for school or job training?
Answered: 95

Skipped: 7

100%
80%
60%

69.47%
69.47%

40%

15.79%
20%

15.79%
0%

Not
applicable/
Never

5-7 days
per week

9.47%

2.11%

9.47%
2-4 days
per week

2.11%

2.11%

About once
a week

2.11%

A few days
per month

1.05%
1.05%

Once a
month or
less

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Not applicable/Never

69.47%

66

5-7 days per week

15.79%

15

2-4 days per week

9.47%

9

About once a week

2.11%

2

A few days per month

2.11%

2

Once a month or less

1.05%

1

TOTAL

95
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Q16 How often do you ride the bus for health care? (doctor visit, dentist,
physical therapy, etc.)
Answered: 93

Skipped: 9

100%
80%

58.06%
60%

58.06%

40%
20%

4.30%

0%

4.30%
Never

5-7 days
per week

8.60%

5.38%

8.60%
2-4 days
per week

5.38%
About once
a week

11.83%

11.83%

11.83%

11.83%

A few days
per month

Once a
month or
less

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Never

58.06%

54

5-7 days per week

4.30%

4

2-4 days per week

8.60%

8

About once a week

5.38%

5

A few days per month

11.83%

11

Once a month or less

11.83%

11

TOTAL

93
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Q17 Would you skip doctor visits or prescriptions if bus service was not
available?
Answered: 95

Skipped: 7

13.68%

Yes, many

13.68%

13.68%

Yes, few

13.68%

72.63%

No

72.63%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Yes, many

13.68%

13

Yes, few

13.68%

13

No

72.63%

69

TOTAL

95
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Q18 Does the bus help keep you connected to your town?
Answered: 94

Skipped: 8

80.85%

Yes

80.85%

19.15%

No

19.15%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Yes

80.85%

76

No

19.15%

18

TOTAL

94
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Q19 If the bus was not available, would you spend more money buying
products online?
Answered: 96

Skipped: 6

18.75%

Yes

18.75%

81.25%

No

81.25%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Yes

18.75%

18

No

81.25%

78

TOTAL

96
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Q20 Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following
statements?
Answered: 95

Using transit
allows me to...
Using transit
increases
my...
Using transit
reduces my...

Skipped: 7

38.3%

41.5%

12.8%

5.3%
2.1%

38.3%

41.5%

12.8%

5.3%
2.1%

33.0%

34.0%

19.1%

9.6%4.3%

33.0%

34.0%

19.1%

9.6%4.3%

32.3%

23.7%

31.2%

6.5% 6.5%

32.3%

23.7%

31.2%

6.5% 6.5%

Using transit
allows me to...

Using transit
improves my...

38.3%

36.2%

18.1%

1.1%6.4%

38.3%

36.2%

18.1%

1.1%6.4%

38.7%
0%

10%

38.7%
20%

Strongly Agree

37.6%
30%

40%

Agree

50%

37.6%

60%

Neutral

STRONGLY
AGREE

70%

Disagree

18.3%

1.1%
4.3%

18.3%

1.1%
4.3%

80%

90% 100%

Strongly Disagree

AGREE

NEUTRAL

DISAGREE

38.3%
36

41.5%
39

12.8%
12

5.3%
5

2.1%
2

94

Using transit increases my social interaction with
other people

33.0%
31

34.0%
32

19.1%
18

9.6%
9

4.3%
4

94

Using transit reduces my stress level

32.3%
30

23.7%
22

31.2%
29

6.5%
6

6.5%
6

93

Using transit allows me to live independently

38.3%
36

36.2%
34

18.1%
17

1.1%
1

6.4%
6

94

Using transit improves my overall quality of life

38.7%
36

37.6%
35

18.3%
17

1.1%
1

4.3%
4

93

Using transit allows me to make more trips
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Q21 Is there any other feedback or information that you would like to
provide regarding how public transportation impacts your life?
Answered: 42

Skipped: 60

#

RESPONSES

DATE

1

I would like to have a regularly scheduled pick up to a specific location on a weekly basis.

11/11/2019 1:07 PM

2

(comment written next to "Social or recreation" on Question 8: "DayCenter")

11/8/2019 1:58 PM

3

(for Question 8, "Other" was also checked with the comment "Dayhab")

11/8/2019 1:52 PM

4

(for Question 8, "Other" was also checked with the comment "ADS")

11/8/2019 1:44 PM

5

Without Transit I would not get to go to ADS programs and meet people

11/8/2019 1:41 PM

6

not at this time

11/8/2019 1:35 PM

7

(for Question 8, "Other" was also checked with the comment "volunteer at LICCO")

11/8/2019 1:30 PM

8

I am the guardian of person with disability, my perception when he tells me what happens on
transit is the drivers are not trained on disabilities. I think transit is a wonderful service but the
rider, not so much. He literally gets physically upset and angry every time one passes.

10/21/2019 4:56 AM

9

i think transit should use an app that could tell me when they are 5 minutes away and when they
have arrived.

10/16/2019 12:24 PM

10

They need to make it better for the drivers. They are unhappy and quitting which making it harder
to get rides and I depend on them to get to my job. I don't have any other way

10/16/2019 7:05 AM

11

It is the only way I’m able to work and keep a job. Without it, I couldn’t work. I don’t live near any
jobs.

10/12/2019 3:26 PM

12

The only I have to get my child to and from school right now.

10/10/2019 4:30 PM

13

The service here is terrible! I have lots of suggestions.

10/9/2019 3:12 PM

14

Really like being able to relax.

10/9/2019 3:01 PM

15

Transit has helped me quiet a bit with getting me to work.

10/9/2019 2:57 PM

16

I really appreciate the rides.

10/9/2019 2:52 PM

17

Really need the system. Hard to get a ride for the same day.

10/9/2019 2:41 PM

18

You guys are very helpful and good drivers.

10/9/2019 2:15 PM

19

Sometimes I can't get a ride for up to a month. And had to lose my doctor.

10/9/2019 2:13 PM

20

Drivers are great, they are like family/friends.

10/9/2019 2:03 PM

21

Very thankful to have the service.

10/9/2019 2:01 PM

22

Need more drivers. Can be difficult to schedule.

10/9/2019 2:00 PM

23

I am upset with a driver called Roger. The seat belt was loose, I had it on but the driver turned a
corner fast, and I fell on the floor of the bus. Now I have to go to a chiropractor fro my hip that I fell
on.

10/9/2019 1:58 PM

24

Almost always on time. Drivers are excellent. Going to vote for levy. Drivers will stay on late, no
fear of being left. Flexible pickup location.

10/9/2019 1:55 PM

25

Rely solely as means of transportation to get to dialysis and other medical appointments without
having to depend on family that works full-time.

10/9/2019 1:46 PM

26

If I didn't have transport I would have no way to work, and would not be able to support myself or
my 2 kids.

10/9/2019 1:33 PM

27

Drivers and all are awesome. Love seeing everyone on the bus.

10/9/2019 1:25 PM

28

Bus scheduling is extremely difficult, we had to use the service for summer camp, and the pick and
drop off time is the same every day are the same, but they couldn't just schedule for the whole
summer, instead we had to call in every week to do so this year, we were able to schedule for the
whole summer for the prior year, but not this year...

10/8/2019 4:15 PM

29

These responses are those of my brother, John Pfeffer, who uses the service. We really
appreciate those who help with transportation to his work. Thank you - Linda E. Miller

10/7/2019 9:59 AM

30

There needs to be a better system for me to get to and from work without stress of not having a
ride. Transit is all I have to get to work and back home. I have to work to have money.

10/7/2019 7:25 AM

31

It's a shame I can't always depend on transit! I'm told there no rides available for me, when I have
very few choices!

10/4/2019 6:44 PM

32

If I couldn’t ride transit, I could not work.

10/4/2019 5:13 PM
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33

I go to Licco 3 times a week. If not for transit, I would have to give that up.

10/4/2019 2:51 PM

34

thank you

10/4/2019 2:09 PM

35

Need to have more open schedule went people call in not all way say they are full not a open

10/4/2019 1:33 PM

36

Wish would expand to connect to transit in Columbus

10/4/2019 1:26 PM

37

Cleaner buses, please.

10/4/2019 11:58 AM

38

Wish pick up time was more consistent. Transit comes anywhere from 7:50 to 8:35 on a daily
basis. Days they are past 8:25 makes my sister late for her job.

10/4/2019 9:52 AM

39

We are most appreciative to LCBDD for connecting us to public transportation.

10/4/2019 8:00 AM

40

My son rode with transit for years...… Many of the drivers are unreliable and many times he was
late for work. Stress the emphasis of how important it is to have the individuals at their appointment
ON TIME. The only thing transit did was increase his stress level.

10/4/2019 7:44 AM

41

Door to door service is vital as I have no way to get to or from bus stops. I live in a rural area of the
county and cannot drive to a pickup point. Without transit I would lose my ability to get to work, the
gym and doctors appointments. I would like transit to run on Sundays for church. Later evening
hours would give me more work choices. Transit allows me to be independent since I can't drive.

10/4/2019 7:29 AM

42

Transit office employees are extremely rude, this week I was told they couldn’t accommodate my
work schedule for a 4 pm p/u. It would be at least 3 weeks. My father has called three times for me
they never return phone calls. Because of not picking up I have already lost 2 jobs.

10/4/2019 6:24 AM
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Licking County Transit - Community Feedback Survey
The Licking County Transit Board is dedicated to providing safe transportation to improve the quality of life for
the maximum number of Licking County citizens. Regardless of how you travel, we would like to hear from you.
This survey is part of the Licking County Transit Development Plan and your feedback and comments will help
us understand the transit needs of the community. Your input will help inform recommendations for improving
future transit service in Licking County. Thank you for your time!
1. Which of the following is your place of residence?
Alexandria

Hartford

Millersport

St. Louisville

Granville

Hebron/Buckeye Lake

Newark/Heath

Utica

Gratiot

Johnstown

Pataskala

Unincorporated

Hanover/Marne

Kirkersville

Reynoldsburg

Other __________

2. What is the street intersection closest to where you live?

3. Where do you travel most frequently? Select up to 2.
Daycare

School

Park

Place of Worship

Family/Friends

Food

Hospital/Doctor’s office

Social Service Agency

Restaurant

Shopping

Other_____________

4. What is closest street intersection of those places (or place)?

5. How do you normally travel on a daily basis? Select only 1.
Licking County Transit Bus

Taxi

Ride Sharing Service (Uber/Lyft)

Walk

Drive myself

Shuttle Bus (senior center, church, etc.)

Bike

Carpool

Other_______________

6. Have you used Licking County Transit in the past year? If you answer “No”, skip questions 7 and 8.
Yes

No

There is no transit service in my area

7. If you answered “Yes” above, what trip(s) do you take using Licking County Transit? Check all that apply.
Work

Leisure

Shopping

Grocery

College

Medical

I don’t ride the bus

Other__________

School (elementary,
middle, high school)

8. Are there any places you want to go but can’t get to using Licking County Transit?

9. Would you be interested in fixed-route transit service where vehicles run on regular, scheduled routes with
fixed stops? If “Yes” please list which areas or streets you would like to see this type of service.
Yes
No

Continued on next page

10. What are some concerns you have about Licking County Transit service? Check all that apply.
Transit does not get me where
Buses are not on time or reliable
Transit is not safe
I need to go
Transit is not available on the days
Other_____________
The bus takes too long to reach
I travel
my destination
Transit is not available at the time
The path the bus takes is not
I travel
direct
11. If your concerns are addressed, how likely would you be to ride Licking County Transit in the future?
Very Likely
Likely
Not Likely
12. Which of the following is most important to you regarding transit? Select only 1.
How often the bus runs - I want a bus to show up as often as possible
When the bus operates - I want the bus to run as early or late as I need it
Better bus coverage - I want the bus to reach more destinations
Door-to-door service - I don’t want to walk very far to get to the bus or after I get off the bus
13. I would rather transit service ran...(select 1)
Earlier in the morning

14. When using transit, I would rather get to my
destination...(select 1)
Faster and walk more

Later in the evening

Slower and walk less

Span of service is fine how it currently is

15. Please provide answers to the following personal information questions. Note that this information is
voluntary and will be kept anonymous. All questions are optional.
a. Do you have a drivers license?

Yes

No

b. Do you have a car or truck that you can drive?

Yes

No

c. What is your race/ethnicity?
Black, African American

Hispanic or Latino

American Indian or Alaskan Native

White

Native Hawaiian and
Other Pacific Islander
Other____________

Asian
d. Age:

< 15

15-24

e. Do you have a disability?

25-44
Yes

45-64

65+

No

f. What is your employment status?
Student (K-12)

Employed

Retired

College Student

Homemaker

Unemployed

g. What is your estimated annual household income?
< $10k

$10k-$20k

$20k-$30k

$30k-$40k

$40k-$50k

$50k-$60k

$60k-$70k

$70k-$80k

$80k-$90k

Over $90k

Licking County Transit Survey
463 responses

Which of the following is your place of residence?
437 out of 463 answered

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Newark/Heath

Johnstown

50% / 219 resp.

10% / 46 resp.

Pataskala

9% / 41 resp.

Granville

5% / 22 resp.

Hebron/Buckeye Lake

2% / 11 resp.

Unincorporated

2% / 9 resp.

Reynoldsburg

1% / 8 resp.

Alexandria

1% / 6 resp.

Hanover/Marne

1% / 6 resp.

St. Louisville

1% / 5 resp.

Hartford

0% / 3 resp.

11
12

13

14

15

16

Utica

0% / 3 resp.

Millersport

0% / 2 resp.

Gratiot

0% / 1 resp.

Kirkersville

0% / 0 resp.

Other

12% / 55 resp.

Where do you travel most frequently?
456 out of 463 answered

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Work

59% / 269 resp.

School

32% / 148 resp.

Shopping

26% / 121 resp.

Hospital/Doctor's O ice

9% / 41 resp.

Family/Friends

8% / 40 resp.

Restaurant

6% / 31 resp.

Place of Worship

5% / 26 resp.

Daycare

2% / 13 resp.

Social Service Agency

2% / 12 resp.

Park

1% / 7 resp.

Other

4% / 19 resp.

11

How do you normally travel on a daily basis?
456 out of 463 answered

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Drive myself

76% / 350 resp.

Walk

7% / 36 resp.

Licking County Transit Bus

5% / 25 resp.

Carpool

2% / 11 resp.

Bike

1% / 6 resp.

Shuttle Bus (senior center, church, etc.)

1% / 5 resp.

Taxi

0% / 4 resp.

Ride Sharing Service (Uber/Ly )

0% / 3 resp.

Other

3% / 16 resp.

Have you used Licking County Transit in the past year?
459 out of 463 answered

1

2

3

No

79% / 365 resp.

Yes

12% / 57 resp.

There is no transit service in my area

8% / 37 resp.

What trip(s) do you take using Licking County Transit?
56 out of 463 answered

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Work

44% / 25 resp.

Medical

41% / 23 resp.

Grocery

17% / 10 resp.

Leisure

16% / 9 resp.

Shopping

16% / 9 resp.

College

10% / 6 resp.

I don't ride the bus.

1% / 1 resp.

School (elementary, middle, high school)

1% / 1 resp.

Other

7% / 4 resp.

Would you be interested in fixed-route transit service where vehicles run on regular, scheduled routes with fixed stops?
456 out of 463 answered

1

2

Yes

57% / 260 resp.

No

43% / 196 resp.

What are some concerns you have about Licking County Transit service?
422 out of 463 answered

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Transit does not get me where I need to go

33% / 140 resp.

Buses are not on time or reliable

28% / 120 resp.

The bus takes too long to reach my destination

27% / 116 resp.

Transit is not available at the times I travel

25% / 107 resp.

The path the bus takes is not direct

18% / 78 resp.

Transit is not available on the days I travel

17% / 73 resp.

Transit is not safe

Other

6% / 27 resp.

28% / 121 resp.

If your concerns are addressed, how likely would you be to ride Licking County Transit in the future?
454 out of 463 answered

1

2

3

Not Likely

38% / 174 resp.

Likely

37% / 169 resp.

Very Likely

24% / 111 resp.

Which of the following is most important to you regarding transit?
444 out of 463 answered

1

2

3

4

Better bus coverage - I want the bus to reach more destinations

32% / 144 resp.

When the bus operates - I want the bus to run as early or as late as I
need it

24% / 109 resp.

How o en the bus runs - I want a bus to show up as o en as possible

22% / 100 resp.

Door-to-door service - I don't want to walk very far to get on the bus or
a er I get o the bus

20% / 91 resp.

I would rather transit service ran:
439 out of 463 answered

1

2

3

Later in the evening

40% / 176 resp.

Span of service is fine how it currently is

36% / 159 resp.

Earlier in the morning

23% / 104 resp.

When using transit, I would rather get to my destination:
433 out of 463 answered

1

2

Faster and walk more

54% / 234 resp.

Slower and walk less

46% / 199 resp.

Do you have a valid driver's license?
458 out of 463 answered

1

2

Yes

82% / 376 resp.

No

17% / 82 resp.

Do you have a car or truck that you can drive?
456 out of 463 answered

1

2

Yes

78% / 356 resp.

No

21% / 100 resp.

What is your race/ethnicity?
447 out of 463 answered

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

White

89% / 399 resp.

Black, African American

5% / 26 resp.

American Indian or Alaska Native

2% / 10 resp.

Asian

1% / 7 resp.

Hispanic or Latino

1% / 7 resp.

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander

0% / 1 resp.

Other

3% / 14 resp.

What is your age?
458 out of 463 answered

1

2

3

4

5

45-64

30% / 140 resp.

25-44

29% / 137 resp.

15-24

25% / 118 resp.

65+

Younger than 15

13% / 60 resp.

0% / 3 resp.

Do you have a disability?
451 out of 463 answered

1

2

Yes

20% / 94 resp.

No

79% / 357 resp.

What is your employment status?
457 out of 463 answered

1

2

3

4

5

6

Employed

61% / 279 resp.

College Student

28% / 132 resp.

Retired

12% / 56 resp.

Unemployed

8% / 39 resp.

Homemaker

4% / 19 resp.

Student (K-12)

1% / 7 resp.

What is your annual household income?
318 out of 463 answered

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

$0-$10k

21% / 68 resp.

Over $90k

21% / 67 resp.

$10-$20k

12% / 41 resp.

$20-$30k

8% / 26 resp.

$40-$50k

8% / 26 resp.

$30-$40k

6% / 21 resp.

$80-$90k

6% / 21 resp.

$50-$60k

6% / 19 resp.

$70-$80k

4% / 15 resp.

$60-$70k

3% / 12 resp.

701 XENIA AVENUE S | SUITE 300 | MINNEAPOLIS, MN | 55416 | 763.541.4800 | WSBENG.COM

Licking County Transit Development Plan & Coordinated Plan
To:

Matt Hill (LCATS)

From:

Austin Hauf (WSB)
Lee Nichols (WSB)

Date:

October 8, 2019

Re:

10.02.2019 Open House Summary
WSB Project No. 014610-000

The purpose of this meeting summary is to document the attendance and comments from the
Licking County Transit Development Plan and Coordinated Plan public meeting held on October
2, 2019. The meeting was held at Newark City Hall in Newark from 6 PM to 8:30 PM. Notices
regarding the open house were shared with the community via agency websites, social media,
and radio.
Attendance
The sign-in sheets from the meeting indicate that approximately 48 people were in attendance.
The sign-in sheets are included as Attachment A. Based on observations, it is likely that
attendance was slightly higher than documented, however most attendees did appear to sign in
for the meeting.
Comments Received
The meeting was initially intended to be a traditional open house meeting. However, due to the
number of people in attendance and the desire for information, MPO and WSB staff agreed to
modify the meeting to include a brief presentation and questions and answer session. The
presentation provided an overview of the Transit Development Plan and the Coordinated Plan, as
well as a rough schedule of the project. Below is a summary of the questions and comments
received at the meeting (see Attachment B for all comments received).
Regional Transit & Peer Systems
• What is the most common type of system for peer regions that are similar in
size/geography to Licking County?
• How can the project balance rural and urban transit needs?
Response: Generally, demand response and deviated fixed route service is the most common.
The team will be exploring route service options to evaluate what service will work best for the
County.
Scheduling and Dispatch
• People who use the bus are currently required to call 2-3 weeks ahead to schedule.
• Buses often do not come at the requested time, are often early or late.
• Why is the bus service currently recording rides both electronically and through paper
documentation?
• There are many times when people call to schedule a ride and dispatch is not able to pick
up the phone, but leaving messages is not a reliable way to schedule rides. Many

K:\014610-000\Admin\Meeting\Public Meeting 1 (10.02.19)\10.02.19 Meeting Summary.docx

October 8, 2019
Page 2

•
•
•

residents agreed that there needs to be a dispatch employee taking and returning calls
for better coordination.
Many residents inquired about dispatch software. When there is only one or two people
on a bus at a time, it can be perceived that the bus pick-ups are inefficient.
Can scheduling be implemented via phone and email?
Is it possible to incorporate a more robust scheduling tool? Something that provides
schedule updates?

Response: WSB has met with the transit agency and will be exploring options to improve
scheduling and dispatching inefficiencies.
Transit Staff
• Many residents discussed that the transit agency overall is understaffed
• The dispatch team seems to be understaffed.
• There are not enough bus drivers.
• One resident suggested exploring volunteer drivers.
• If the transit agency is understaffed, who can reasonably write grants to secure additional
funding?
Response: A key component of the plan will be reviewing the organizational structure and
providing recommendations to improve staff coordination and efficiency.
Transit Users
• It can be difficult for people with disabilities to call to schedule, how can this be
remedied?
• The newer buses have very steep steps, making it very difficult for people with disabilities
and seniors to use.
• University students do not have access to cars, transit needs to be a viable option to
connect university students to the community.
• Project materials should be shared at the library that way individuals who do not have
access to the internet can still learn about the project and participate in the surveys.
Response: During the week of September 29th, WSB rode Licking County Transit buses and
distributed surveys to transit riders. WSB encourages riders to take the on-board survey
throughout the month of October and all residents to take the community survey to provide their
experience and interest in using the transit system.
Partnerships
• What partnerships is the team exploring with Columbus?
o Smart Columbus
o Airport transportation
• What about partnerships with Uber/Lyft?
• Are any partnerships with the high schools being explored?
• Any partnerships with Licking County Aging?
• What coordination is being done with Explore Licking County (tourism)?
• How will the project work with employers to discuss transporting employees to and from
work?
Response: During the kickoff week, the team met with a number of stakeholders and will continue
to do so throughout the process. Identifying and coordinating with stakeholders is a key
component of the Coordinated Plan.
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Project Funding and Timeline
• Residents were interested to hear how the transit funding would be explored in the future
and how improvements would be funded.
• Some residents were concerned about progress. The TDP and Coordinated Plan are
long-term solutions, what are the short-term solutions?
Response: The project will include two different five-year budgets. The first will be a constrained
plan to outline essential needs for the next five years. The other is an unconstrained plan which
identifies additional funding needs in the event that additional funding is available. The team is
currently exploring options to build on the existing momentum and produce a short-term win for
the transit agency.
Next Steps
• Continue to identify and meet with stakeholders.
• Collect survey responses for both the on-board and community surveys and identify
major issues and themes.
• Continue to work with the steering committee to keep the project on track and set goals
and objectives.
Attachments
Attachment A - Sign-in Sheets
Attachment B - Written Comments
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Licking County Transit Development Plan & Coordinated Plan
To:

Matt Hill (LCATS)

From:

Austin Hauf (WSB)
Lee Nichols (WSB)

Date:

October 8, 2019

Re:

10.03.2019 Open House Summary
WSB Project No. 014610-000

The purpose of this meeting summary is to document the attendance and comments from the
Licking County Transit Development Plan and Coordinated Plan public meeting held on October
3, 2019. The meeting was held at Pataskala City Hall in Pataskala from 6 PM to 7:30 PM. Notices
regarding the open house were shared with the community via agency websites, social media,
and radio.
Attendance
The sign-in sheets from the meeting indicate that approximately 7 people were in attendance.
The sign-in sheets are included as Attachment A. Based on observations, most attendees
signed in for the meeting, however it is possible that attendance was slightly higher than
documented.
Comments Received
The meeting was held in a traditional open house format, with attendees engaging in one on one
conversations with MPO staff and consultants. Informational boards provided an overview of the
Transit Development Plan and the Coordinated Plan, as well as a rough schedule of the project.
Below is a summary of the questions and comments received at the meeting (see Attachment B
for all comments received).
Regional Connections
• Connections to Columbus, Dublin, New Albany, etc. are important for employment. Is
fixed route service a possibility?
• Could a fixed route service connect to COTA?
Response: Generally, demand response and deviated fixed route service is the most common for
areas similar to Licking County. The team will be exploring route service options to evaluate what
service will work best for the County, and the Coordinated Plan will focus on connections with
other organizations and transit providers in the region.
Older Adult and Youth Populations
• Many residents, including some attendees, still drive but may not be able to do so in the
near future and may not have other transportation options. How can the system serve
these individuals and allow them to age in place?
• Foster youth in the County often lack reliable transportation and support systems. This
makes it difficult for them to obtain and keep jobs, provide for themselves, and avoid
homelessness. This should be an important target population for transit.
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Response: Licking County Transit already serves many older adults, and the planning process
will explore types of services, funding mechanisms, and service coordination to examine how this
population could be better served in the future. Youth are also an important target population for
transit, and the consultant team has and will continue to engage with organizations that serve
these individuals to determine their transit needs.
Communications and Marketing
• Availability, schedules, etc. of existing services is not well communicated to potential
customers.
Response: As part of the Transit Development Plan process, the consultant team will explore
ways for Licking County Transit to improve communications with existing and potential transit
users to increase transparency and improve the scheduling process.
Management and Operational Issues
• Management and organizational improvements are needed.
• Could equipment be better utilized?
• Are there sources of additional revenue that could be explored?
Response: A key component of the plan will be reviewing the organizational structure and
providing recommendations to improve staff coordination and efficiency, including the ability to
obtain additional funding. The project will include two different five-year budgets. The first will be
a constrained plan to outline essential needs for the next five years. The other is an
unconstrained plan which identifies additional funding needs in the event that additional funding is
available. The team is currently exploring options to build on the existing momentum and produce
a short-term win for the transit agency.
Transportation Technology
• Is a below-ground subway an option?
• Are there alternatives to bus transportation?
• How will self-driving cars affect the need for improved transit options?
Response: Generally, demand response and deviated fixed route service is the most common for
areas similar to Licking County. The team will be exploring route service options to evaluate what
service will work best for the County. The impact of self-driving cars will be discussed as part of
the planning process, however this will likely not be a major focus of the plan.
Partnerships
• How can employers, schools, medical providers, and others help shoulder the burden of
providing transit services?
Response: During the kickoff week, the team met with a number of stakeholders and will continue
to do so throughout the process. Identifying and coordinating with stakeholders is a key
component of the Coordinated Plan.
Next Steps
• Continue to identify and meet with stakeholders.
• Collect survey responses for both the on-board and community surveys and identify
major issues and themes.
• Continue to work with the steering committee to keep the project on track and set goals
and objectives.
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Attachments
Attachment A - Sign-in Sheets
Attachment B - Written Comments
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Memorandum
To:

Matt Hill (LCATS)

From:

Tom Cruikshank (WSB)
Austin Hauf (WSB)
Ryan Graves (ATG)

Date:

May 20, 2020

Re:

Licking County Transit Board
Comments on Draft Transit Development Plan and Draft Coordinated Plan
WSB Project No. 014610-000

A. Summary
This memo summarizes comments received on the Draft Transit Development Plan (TDP) and
Draft Coordinated Plan (CP) produced for the Licking County Transit Board. The draft plans were
available for public review and comment from April 15, 2020 to May 15, 2020 through an online
interactive mapping and survey tool. Section B includes comments received directly from steering
committee members and agency representatives. Section C includes comments received through
the online survey tool in response to open-ended prompts that allowed users to enter general
comments on either the TDP or CP. Section D includes the results of a guided survey included in
the online survey tool that asked a series of questions related to the service scenarios proposed
in the Draft TDP. Section E includes comments provided via the mapping activity.
Several steering committee comments on the draft documents were minor in nature and have
already been addressed. Remaining questions and comments should undergo further discussion
between LCATS, LCTB, and the steering committee.
Comments received via the online surveys revealed a number of takeaways and themes:
•
•

•
•

There were 25 responses to the open-ended survey.
There were 33 responses to the guided survey.
o 27 percent indicated that the proposed routes would save time for them or
someone in their household.
o 42 percent indicated that the proposed routes would improve connectivity to
destinations that they or someone in their household needs to travel to.
o 30 percent indicated that the proposed hours of service would improve
accessibility to destinations that they or someone in their household needs to
travel to.
o Open-ended follow up questions indicate that 18 percent of the 33 respondents
either do not, would not, or are not likely to use public transportation. This adds
additional context to the responses above.
There was some confusion about how the proposed scenarios would be implemented.
Respondents expressed concern about the loss of demand response services, which is
not being proposed as part of the TDP.
There was some confusion about the level of specificity in the TDP. The TDP is intended
to be a guide for gradual implementation over time that evolves as needs and conditions
change.

LCTB Draft TDP & CP Comments
May 20, 2020
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B. Steering Committee and Agency Comments and Responses
#

Name

Page

1

M. Hill
(LCATS)

Multiple

2

M. Hill
(LCATS)

9

Comment

Response/Action

The more I look at the routing plan it would make more sense to
me if the Johnstown route would also connect to New Albany. If we
are going to send a bus out that far, lets also connect to the COTA
stop in New Albany for customers that need that. I thought about
this during the memos, but now that I see it in the draft plan, I
should have said something earlier.

The proposed Route 7 has been
adjusted to include a connection
to COTA in New Albany.

Route 7 (Johnstown/New Albany): This serves as a commuter
route with a stop in downtown Johnstown and downtown Newark.
Span of service: M-F 5AM-8:45AM, 4PM-7:45PM, Sat-Sun 6AM8:30AM, 4PM-6:30PM (this is supported further by the bullet on
Page 63 under “Key Mapping Activity Results”)

See response to Comment 1.

If instead of US62 to SR661, if it would be better, it could be US62
to Beech Road (Beauty Campus) to SR661 would be slightly
shorter.
3

M. Hill
(LCATS)

11

See response to Comment 1.
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#

Name

Page

Comment

Response/Action

4

M. Hill
(LCATS)

35-36

Tables B4 & B5 are much easier to understand this time, thank
you.

Comment noted.

5

M. Hill
(LCATS)

68, 114

Please explain?
page 68 - “Currently, there are 38 demand response vehicles
within the fleet that are operated at maximum service, leaving no
spare vehicles during hours of peak operation”

Need to clarify current number of
operators relative to number of
vehicles.

Does not seem to align with
Page 114 – Current operators 25?
Are you suggesting there would be fewer On-Demand drivers
needed if there was also deviated routes?

FTE numbers in Table I.1
indicate approximate number of
staff required to operate
additional services assuming no
changes to current demand
response services. Actual
number of operators required will
depend on whether current users
shift from demand response to
proposed routes, and whether
proposed routes generate new
ridership.

6

C. Dyer
(ODOT)

n/a

ODOT is encouraged by the progress of the plan and also the
ideas laid out within. ODOT has seen similar transit development
plans, we have also witnessed where these plans were difficult to
implement and unfortunately unable to be implemented in some
occasions.

Comment noted.

7

C. Dyer
(ODOT)

n/a

ODOT would like for Licking county to consider a move towards
regional approach to administration and operations. As part of the
Ohio Statewide Transit Needs Study, ODOT published a series of
recommendations that we have been working on. One
recommendation included was as follows:
•Better match service with demand by creating more regional
transit services. We know people want to travel across city and
county lines and Ohio needs more of these types of transit
services. As part of developing more regional services, some
transit agencies will work together more closely, while others may
consolidate operations.

For LCTB, LCATS, and Steering
Committee discussion.
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ODOT recently worked with WRTA to regionalize service into the
neighboring small urban county of Trumbull. In this scenario
WRTA, whom operates in Mahoning (Youngstown) County, will
become the designated recipient for the federal funds in Trumbull
County. With this change the dollars for Trumbull County will be
managed separately, but with the merger, Trumbull County will not
only see improved services into Youngstown, but the Trumbull
County will now have access to the WRTA staff. This would
include transit planners, transit communication experts, transit
financial officers, etc. Additionally, to support and move towards
regionalism, ODOT has established Human Service Transportation
Coordination (HSTC) regions. It’s ODOT’s vision that not only
would Ohio move towards regionalized services within these
regions, Ohio would also implement transportation coordination
with the human service transportation networks. See attached
map of ODOT’s HSTC Regions.
8

C. Dyer
(ODOT)

n/a

ODOT would like the Licking County and the consultant team to
consider the opportunity to regionalize administration and services
within ODOT’s HSTC regional network. Please reference the link
and attached documents and we encourage Licking county to
reach out EASTGATE MPO and WRTA. Also attached is the
Mobility Transformation Report which includes the development of
the HSTC regions (see page 41)

For LCTB, LCATS, and Steering
Committee discussion.

9

R. Black
(LCTB)

13

MV transportation ended the contract with Licking County, board
did not vote to not renew contract.

Text updated to reflect MV’s
termination of the contract with
Licking County.

10

R. Black
(LCTB)

32

Clarify numbers associated with different trip generators in text and
figure?

The text on page 32 and the
information in Figure B.12 show
the number of each type of
destination, not the number of
trips to each destination type.

11

C. Harkness
(LCATS)

Can proposed Route 5 to Hebron be extended to Buckeye Lake?
Lots of low-income people in the area as well as state park.
Possible connection to boat that travels around Buckeye Lake?

Future Route 5 extension to
Buckeye Lake was added to
service plan maps (represented

Multiple
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by dotted line from Hebron to
Buckeye Lake).

12

M. Schaper
(MORPC)

15

I would like to offer the following revision to the description of
MORPC, as well as the addition of CORPO to the list in the
Agency Partners section of the TDP:
Mid-Ohio Regional Planning Commission (MORPC)
MORPC is the regional planning organization for the 15-county
central Ohio region Metropolitan Planning Organization for the
Columbus Urbanized Area, which includes Pataskala and Etna
Townships within Licking County. MORPC facilitates regular
regional transit service provider coordination meetings among the
Central Ohio Transit Authority (COTA), Delaware County Transit,
and Licking County Transit. MORPC has also facilitated a formula
funding split agreement approved by all parties for the Columbus
UZA on file with FTA. For each federal apportionment, MORPC
drafts a letter with attachments that is approved by all parties and
submits it to FTA for each transit entity’s grant submission.

The TDP has been updated to
reflect these edits to the
description of MORPC and
incorporate the proposed
description of CORPO.

Central Ohio Rural Planning Organization (CORPO)
CORPO is made up of seven counties in the nonmetropolitan
areas of central Ohio. It provides transportation planning products
and services in these rural counties as well as coordination among
rural county transit service providers, mobility managers,
engineers, planners, and other stakeholders.
13

Office of State
Representative
Mark Frazier

n/a

See Attachment A.

For LCTB, LCATS, and Steering
Committee discussion.
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C. Public Comments and Responses: Open-Ended Survey
1. Draft TDP Comments
•
•

Prompt: “Do you have any feedback regarding the Draft TDP? Use the text box to tell us what you thought.”
25 total survey responses received (including 19 comments on TDP)

#

Comment

1

I am happy to see this being considered and I feel like it would be a great benefit to Licking County.

2

I think it is a good plan- as long as it comes multiple times a day. My peers on campus sometimes have to leave early in the
morning and find rides back if they only have one class a day. There are also students who live on the OSU Newark campus
without cars and do not have a way to get around if the transit does not show up.

3

Higher Ed route needs to go to downtown Newark.

4

It was photographs. I am not at all sure what I was to study

5

I fully support a fixed route system, either with deviations or not.

6

It was too confusing to work with

7

I think the TDP makes sense. I hope we will be able to give feedback as the usage of this service grows.

8

I waded through the written plan. I have to admit that I don't have a lot of knowledge about the specific needs for
transportation. I do know that there is a great need in Licking County. We have a lot of poverty that won't improve if people
can't get to work, the store, or their doctor's office.

9

Well rounded and all-encompassing document. Well researched and laid out. It provides a wide range of scenarios, costs,
implementation guidelines, etc. I am confident that regardless of the final result, the implementation will be relatively easy
based in large part to good and thoughtful planning and research. Very pleased so many regional peers were included in the
comparative study.

10

"This TDP is obviously put forward with good intentions but lacks any relevancy with the real world. As an employee familiar
with day to day operations of the LCTB Services, I would like to make the following points. First, our clients are rarely ready
and looking for us to arrive at their pickup location, they would expect us to call upon arrival and we usually have hide and seek
games looking for them and in a perfect world they would have us perform other rituals that are impossible for us to do in a
timely manner. I allow the exception for door to door service for elderly and disabled clients who truly need said service, Given
current service conditions clients complain about waiting in heat or cold, even in the rain. Having said this and allowing for lack
of personal responsibility most clients would NEVER EVER WALK to a bus stop. Fixed routes proposed are not feasible, given
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the lack of capital needed to do this, point to be illustrated below, lack of quality jobs in Licking County, and the fact that some
folks do not want to work and find the opportunity to blame it on lack of transportation.
Second, this TDP was intended to be put forward to look for ways to find extra funding by the consultant, not to impose extra
work on LCTB Staff, to help maintain and provide better service. If we follow the proposal and abandon current contracts with
Community Partners with the miniscule funding we receive now we will be bankrupt in no time. We are no good to anyone if
we are not here.
Third, It is not feasible to find the extra staff needed to implement this plan in any of it’s current proposals. Operators are hard
enough to come by, interviewing some 50 to find 2 or 3 qualified candidates. There have been issues finding Management
Staff and even Dispatch people, given stringent hiring qualifications needed to fulfill said positions.
Lastly, Longer operating hours and Sunday Service is a waste of time, money and resources. I feel we do not have enough
business to warrant Saturday Service, let alone Sunday Service. I believe there will be a reduction in staff, should this happen.
Having Saturday service is currently losing us money, also makes scheduling staff harder, when looking at Operator’s hours,
as well as Office staff being here for fewer trips. It would be a lot easier to be closed on weekends, would cut down on hours
worked, give staff more dedicated time off to have a life and make scheduling vacations easier. I look at our peers in the
surrounding Counties with the exception of COTA in Franklin County (who has the business need, money and resources to do
this) Knox, Fairfield and Muskingum are all shorter hours and closed weekends. I ask what makes us any different from
them?"

11

As a transit employee, I strongly disagree with this plan. Going with the fixed routes leaves out several cities, that we transport
people to/from every day. Cities such as Kirkersville, Croton, St. Louisville, Utica, Buckeye Lake, Fallsburg, Etna, and
Reynoldsburg all contain individuals we transport to work and/or medical appointments. We offer door to door assistance and
we will not be able to do that if we are running transit stops in only certain cities. It also appears that our main focus is the
Newark/Heath area. We are Licking County Transit, not Newark/Heath Transit. We should be providing service to all of Licking
County. Also, we do not have the funding or resources to hire as many drivers as this plan suggests. Aside from the new
drivers, the five new in-office positions will be no help to the general manager, only five more responsibilities to manage over.
We do not have or receive enough funding to include these positions. Speaking of funding, this plan indicates we will be
getting rid of our contract riders, such as Job and Family Service and DODD. These contracts help keep LCTB running
services. If we get rid of these contracts, LCTB might not last long. It would be nice if we could receive more funding but we are
unable to find anyone to give it. This plan also mentions Sunday services. LCTB has tried Sunday services before and it has
failed. We would not make enough to compensate staying open; Saturdays are already costing LCTB with the little amount of
ridership we receive. I think this would have a major negative effect on the company. Yes LCTB is there for the community, but
if there is no money or profit being made, LCTB cannot be any help if their doors are closed. The only part of this plan that I
agree with is the zoning fares. I do not think it's fair for someone that's just going across town to pay the same fare as
someone going across the county. I believe the zoning fares would definitely be of help to the LCTB.
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12

"I have been an employee of Licking County Transit for close to seven years. The majority of our passengers have been
traveling with us for many years and I know them very well. I do not believe that a fixed route will be something that will be
utilized much here in Licking County. I think it’s a good idea but I don’t think people will use it regardless of what the surveys
say. We have an extremely hard time getting the majority of our passengers out the door to the bus that is parked in front of
their home as it is now. A lot of the people we transport have some sort of a physical ailment and/or are elderly. They are
usually going to a doctor appointment or for groceries. They are not going to be able to walk from home to the bus stop and
bus stop to their destination and then back from the destination to the stop and home. Especially toting bags of groceries.
Newark and the surrounding areas are not accustomed to a fixed route transit system. The only people that ride with us are
people who cannot drive themselves due to health reasons or the absence of a driver’s license. People do not typically ride
with us because it’s better for the environment or they want to keep the transit system in business, etc. As soon as they have
access to another vehicle, theirs or someone else’s, the trips get cancelled. We do not have a need for third shift or Sunday
hours. We tried to operate on Sundays in the past and it cost more to open the doors then we made in fares. Truth be told, its
not much better on Saturdays. When we were open on Sundays, we had maybe one person that attended church that rode
with us and not regularly. Then we cut the Sunday hours and multitudes of people start complaining that they couldn’t get to
church! Where were they when we were open?? We rarely have requests from people to transport for a third shift job. Maybe 1
or 2 a year. We would be in the hole even farther if we had a third shift or Sunday hours. The number one problem we have at
LCT is getting operators hired. We can’t do anything above and beyond what we are doing right now until we have a full staff.
We are stretched as it is to cover our existing load. Management has interviewed 53 people this year and 2 are still with us.
TWO. Either they don’t make it through the background checks or the job is not what they want it to be. It takes a special kind
of person to work here. It truly does. They are hard to find and harder to keep. The drivers we do have are tired due to
overtime and have health issues due to effects of their job. When trips are at full capacity, we are using every one of our
drivers to get them covered. Sometimes we do not even have enough to have a standby driver. Then when drivers call off due
to illness, routes have to be consolidated and that’s what leads to overworked drivers and routes not running on time. That
being said we do not have extra drivers for fixed routes. If we can hire a decent number of drivers, we might be able to try
something like that someday but definitely not in the Fall of 2020. We need drivers to cover what we have right now before we
can do anything extra and I didn’t see a section in the plan on how to get new drivers through the doors. Last but certainly not
least, where is the extra money for all of this going to come from? Since the beginning of the year when the County took over
we have been diligently trying to cut driver hours. Obviously to cut down on costs of overtime but also to give our driver’s a
break and to get some rest. It’s not easy to do when the trips are staying at the same number every day. We don’t want to cut
down on the trips because that is not good for our passengers. So, how is it that we are going to pay for 3 different levels of
bus stops, upgraded signage for our buses, kiosks, transit signals at traffic light, a transit hub, fare collection boxes, etc.? The
outlying communities are not going to contribute if they don’t have a need to. They would have to have a large amount of
people using LCT in order for something like that to happen. Businesses might. But if people leave employment at these
businesses and we aren’t transporting to them, that will end.
Overall, the idea looks beautiful on paper but it’s not reality. Getting operators in the door that are quality people and will stay
for the long run is what needs to happen before anything else. We are not ready for this yet."
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13

I thought the recommendations were very thorough, should improve service, and improve the County's transportation services
significantly.

14

This may work 10 years down the road, but not at this time

15

Where’s the funding coming from?

16

I would like to say that after looking at this plan I too would like to know where does this money come from. We are having a
hard enough time trying to find staff that wants to work and can fulfill the requirements of the job. With this plan you are looking
at having up to 7 routes one of which includes an out of county stop? I too see the struggles of day to day service and we have
a hard time getting passengers to walk from their door to the bus let alone walking to a bus stop. I not sure how this plan is
helping us, from what I’m seeing this wants to expand service and still running on little to no staff. I do agree with restructuring
of the fares. Going from one end of the county to the other shouldn’t cost the same as going five minutes up the road. So back
again to the money side, all the sources of money are what is currently being used or are we looking into levy’s? A levy isn’t
going to go over well either. In these plans it shows the Aging Program being Free. Are they not getting Senior Levy? And why
are we being compared to a school district. They too have levy’s. So, it to is not free. As for Sunday service I believe it should
go in the category as Saturday. Not worth the time and effort. We are losing money every week we operate on Saturday along
with pushing the drivers further in overtime. Adding Sundays would only increase the expenses putting us further in debt. The
trips just are not there to run the weekends. It also talks in this plan about running longer hours did transit not use to run until
11 pm and close shop around 1 am. there must be a reason why we don’t run those hours anymore, and it’s for safety of the
staff and lack of ridership.

17

I read where you have a Deviated route and I could not find it. Scenario 1 alt A, scenario 1 alt B could not select either of these
to find their routes. Fixed route, scenario 2 alt A & scenario 2 alt B could not select either of these to find their routes. Get a
draftsman that knows map reading and he can flag out proper routes and therefore make this a little easier to understand.
Should be able to highlight deviated route and it should light up on the map. None of this happened. Back to the drawing
board. Not understanding what you are wanting.

18

"This idea may sound as if it would work. Our clients, they are mostly seniors and disabled. I do not believe that having
designated stops would work for them. It is too much for our senior riders to walk to the bus stops and it would also be a safety
issue for them. A lot of them require door to door assistance. Riders also use transit for grocery trips. They are only to have
groceries to what they can carry. An elderly person is not going to be able to carry groceries to the stop then on the bus and
then walk home. The riders with wheelchairs, that would require more time at a designated stop. Our dialysis riders would not
feel like waiting at a bus top for a bus after they have had hours of treatments. I agree that the further out you live in Licking
County, the fare should be more. Transits other issues are not enough drivers. If we were to have extra routes assigned, the
issue would be who’s going to take the routes? I have been with this company for many years and as long as I can remember
Transit has always been short drivers. At times we have had more drivers, but not enough to where Transit could be
comfortable. If a driver or drivers call off what then? Transit has always done the best with what we have. I also would like to
know where the funding is going to be coming from.
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As for opening Sundays and 3rd shift goes. This would not work. As long as I have been her, I can tell you Sunday request
maybe 10 times. Third shift request not one. This would leave our drivers overly extended on overtime hours. Which can be a
safety issue due to them being tired. They already work enough overtime. We just do not have the man power to operate like
that. Drivers or offices.
This plan would not work for Licking County right now."

19

I'm a Board Member for Licking County Transit and want to thank you for all of the information provided. However, with that
being said, I feel that I have to weigh in with some concerns. As I have read the plan it seems like more of a wishlist than an
action plan. I know that having met with Board members and staff you are aware that it has been difficult to maintain enough
drivers to provide our current services, so I'm not sure how we maintain what we have and also add all of the things you have
outlined. We would love to do all of those things, but I don't think it's reasonable to think that we can scrap what is already in
place to go in an entirely different direction all at once. Even if we did just start over, we certainly would not have the resources
to accomplish what is outlined in the plan. My hope was that you were going to have ideas of how we begin to expand our
services over time trying a few new things at once. You also mention in the plan various groups that might be willing to provide
some funding, but we would need more than a maybe to proceed in a different direction. We have a long standing relationship
with the Board of DD and Job & Family Services, and those contracts have been the lifeblood of our funding, allowing us to
also transport others in the community. I don't think anyone on the Board wants to end those contracts. To add to the difficulty
of finding drivers, we are in the middle of a pandemic, and I don't think that's going to increase the number of individuals
signing on for this job! What we really need is a plan with reasonable steps to start to implement changes over time, and
gradually add the services in this plan. I had really hoped that would be part of this plan.

2. Draft CP Comments
•
•

Prompt: “Do you have any feedback regarding the Draft CP? Use the text box to tell us what you thought.”
25 total survey responses received (including 11 comments on CP)

#

Comment

1

I believe it important to correct the information fund on page 7 and 13: The Licking County Transit Board (LCTB) since 2011
provided its own maintenance and no longer had a vendor who did so. In addition, the Dispatch Office, Reservationists,
Scheduling and overall oversight and management was administered directly by the LCTB. There are some miss-conceptions
in the document that imply that the LCTB does not have policies in place to accomplish many of the "suggestions" in the
document. The LCTB has yearly audits from various "stakeholders" and a Triennial Review from the Federal Transit
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Administration (FTA) that all conduct those audits to assure that the LCTB has such policies and procedures, is following its
policies and procedures and that they align with the regulations as set forth by those very same "stakeholders". There also are
some questions as to the current Organizational Chart that is within this document...maybe for another time. The Transit
Development Plan (TDP) was a project sought by and awarded for the LCTB. The LCTB was seeking assistance on identifying
partners that were ready, willing and able to work with the LCTB on providing other options in ADDITION to the demand
responsive services that were being provided. Unfortunately, there is little explanation in this document of the demand
responsive services being provided by the LCTB and why. The Licking County Transit Board is exactly that, it is a transit
system that is, was and should continue to serve ALL of the Licking County (LC) residents. Many of those residents in LC rely
on the demand responsive services to transport those with mobility limitations from their door to the door of their destination
and back. Others would not be able to reach the traditional "Fixed Route" system to get from their residence to the Fixed Route
line. The Board and staff are very proud of the services they provide BUT also understood there was also a whole other type of
rider that it needed to reach. The LCTB through this TDP was seeking to find the right approach that would serve the greater
good of both types of riders. After reading much (too much in this document for the average individual) the best solution must
be one that is not TOO much TOO soon that the staff, riders and (let's be realistic) budget would be overwhelmed. Funding for
transit capital is most often readily available if there is the local match for that grant. And the LCTB has taken advantage of
most grants that are available when local match or toll credits are available. After all, it is a LCTB grant that was awarded that
started this TDP project in motion. Now, operations funding is always the most challenging to find and comes at a much higher
local match. I wish more information about the transit funding sources were included in the document as funding is necessary
for not only the start up of any new option but must be available to cover the costs so long as the option is being provided.
Now, let's get to what makes sense...the new Mission Statement is a winner. It is simpler for the riders to remember, states the
LCTB purpose and was determined by the "stakeholders". Some of the Goals and Objectives make sense and some have
already been accomplished! Some items such as cameras and software upgrades were grants already awarded and will be
procurements made this year. While the LCTB did the best it could in trying to keep the fare costs to the public transit rider
unchanged over the years, sadly the costs continue to rise. The Zonal Fare Structure on page 46 is fair, attainable and more
relative to today's peer systems. The (Half Fare) Elderly and Disabled Fare Assistance program should remain in place but
should also have more appropriate eligibility criteria to avoid all fares being discounted. New "Branding" can be a good and yet
bad scenario. Those using, readily identify (LCTB receives calls from individuals out in LC that recognize the bus and get our
phone number) and comfortable with our demand responsive service should remain the same. We are the LCTB, period. BUT
the suggested "New" option (I will get to that soon) could have a new name and look. I have been with LCTB a long time and I
can assure you there is a very LITTLE market and I cannot believe a ridership that would support bringing back Sunday
services. Most our peers, with the exception of those with dedicated funding sources (Levies), do not provide Sunday services.
It is a low revenue and high expense service option. To be honest, Saturday is not a high performer either even when "dollar
days" and other reduced fare rate campaigns were advertised to increase Saturday performance measurers. While on this let's
discuss also the staff that would be required for cover seven (7) day weekly schedules. The second and third shift options also
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fall in this category. Minus the current COVID 19 situation, there is a very, very low unemployment rate in LC. This has made it
incredibly difficult to find skilled, professional and caring individuals to join the transit team. LCTB does not see this changing
for some time. LC has other larger peer systems advertising for Operators and Transit Management staff in LC. So, we are all
looking for these applicants, enough said. LCTB needs to digest the actual meat and potatoes of this document, to determine
what may be feasible and where it needs to start. In speaking to many of our peers one thing that resonated with them all was
to start with a attainable and feasible option and monitor its performance and if it is successful THEN you add more. If it is not,
try another option and repeat until you find what really works for our community/rider. It is much easier (and more cost
effective) to "add" to a service than to "take away" a service because of lack of funds, ridership or resources. Some of those
very peers were added within this document. However, they are being looked at where they are now, not where they started
from. So all things considered in addition to the items listed above (non-trip options) the most feasible and effective place to
start is Option #1 and/or #2. DEVIATED routes (I also wish the difference between Fixed and Deviated would have been
explained) in those areas, same days/hours currently provided with NO Sunday services. A Deviated route requires less staff
to complete additional reporting and is more easily altered if data collected supports alternatives. IF these routes are
successful additional services and options can be added. This is not an overnight proposal and very much depends upon
financial capability through grants and public-private stakeholder partnerships. Shuttle services and commuter services can
also grow from these beginnings. It also requires staffing, there is a current shortage and will require great effort to appeal to
those seeking a job that will become career. The LCTB has been seeking additional staffing to assist the current management
staff when having many tasks to complete in a tight and often difficult timeline. Therefore, the suggested Organizational Chart
on page 3 of the Memorandum to Matt Hill (LCATS) (?- and not the Board?) the recommendations of some of the new
positions* are simply not feasible of a system of this size. Many of those positions relative pay scale far outweigh those of the
current employees pay and would require more of a deep cut in the budget that could be used to hire assistants and put more
of the budget towards services. This would also add additional positions to be monitored by already overwhelmed staff. The
recommendations included Marketing/Communications Coordinator*, Planner* and Mobility Coordinator*. The LCTB retreat is
a great idea and will allow the staff to plan and speak with the Board as necessary and has not been able to allow for to date.
A Transit Advisory Committee (TAC) is also a great idea and may inspire and re-ignite the coordinated Sub-Committee that
could be transitioned to the TAC. The TAC should not just be made up of the steering committee and should also actually
include prior Coordinated Members, EMA and other members that LCTB is currently working jointly with. A smaller TAC group
to start and grow if the service options continue to grow. As not asked of the LCTB, the Board does annually sign an Ethics
Acknowledgement document. In addition, the information contained on page 2 the Board does act on those basic duties.
However, the LCTB is considered a Small Urban system and is a direct recipient of FTA. In addition, the LCTB does have
many of the Transit Cooperative Research Program (TRCP) reports and National Transit Institute (NTI) guidance as both of
these resources are supported and encouraged by FTA. Due to the COVID 19 restrictions the LCTB ridership as most others
has been reduced, as such the LCTB managers took advantage of this "down time" of the Operators and have provided ReFresher training for all senior Operators. This also allowed the LCTB to keep all Operators on payroll. Prior to this time the
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ridership demanded all Operators in service and the LCTB was waiting for the opportunity to provide this training without
negatively impacting ridership. All LCTB Managers attend yearly training in various areas of transit which is provided by the
Ohio Public Transit Association (OPTA), Ohio Transit Risk Pool (OTRP), Triennial Review Workshops (by FTA), NTI
Webinars and Workshops and various other sources, therefore please know the existing staff is well trained in the field of
transportation. The LCTB also has a seat in Urban Peers Meetings and Rural Peers Meetings, while the LCTB is considered a
Small Urban system it is also connected to contiguous peers that are considered Rural systems. The LCTB General Manager
and Transit Supervisor took on many of the Human Resource hiring rolls in August of 2019. The LCTB just finished the
transition of all segments under the LCTB with no vendor by January 2, 2019. So, there has been little time (one (1) year)
between that adjustment to the recommendations of this TDP. As the TDP recommends the LCTB "refine based on changes
to the operating environment" it is important to note that there will be an adjustment time for LCTB along with the identified
"stakeholders" to whom we are to seek as funding opportunities as a result of the COVID 19 pandemic. There will be budget
cuts at the State, Federal and Local level with many agencies and businesses due to the reduced revenues and new
expenses. So, this may take an even longer timeline adjustment for this purpose. As the document also continues to remind
the reader these options are "dependent upon financial constraints". I would think on behalf of the LCTB it hopes individuals in
this community, as well as the Consultants and those who assisted with the results of this TDP, understand this timeline
adjustment. Thank you for allowing comments. One last comment, some individuals called trying to find this information and
also when they tried to get on the page it came up as an error. A print screen of this error is available.

2

Can’t highlight anything to understand what you are after.

3

We need a better idea of how this is going to happen with the clients that are ada

4

I do not think this plan is feasible unless LCTB receives actual funding. It's one thing to think of possibilities if there was actual
money, but unless LCT receives any this will not be possible. This plan talks about changes, some changes that do need to be
made, but does not talk about how LCT will be receiving the funding to execute these changes. LCT has tried reaching out to
business for support but received no response.

5

This CP is obviously put forward with good intentions but lacks any relevancy with the real world. As an employee familiar with
day to day operations of the LCTB Services, I would like to make the following points. First, our clients are rarely ready and
looking for us to arrive at their pickup location, they would expect us to call upon arrival and we usually have hide and seek
games looking for them and in a perfect world they would have us perform other rituals that are impossible for us to do in a
timely manner. I allow the exception for door to door service for elderly and disabled clients who truly need said service, Given
current service conditions clients complain about waiting in heat or cold, even in the rain. Having said this and allowing for lack
of personal responsibility most clients would NEVER EVER WALK to a bus stop. Fixed routes proposed are not feasible, given
the lack of capital needed to do this, point to be illustrated below, lack of quality jobs in Licking County, and the fact that some
folks do not want to work and find the opportunity to blame it on lack of transportation.
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#

Comment
Second, this CP was intended to be put forward to look for ways to find extra funding by the consultant, not to impose extra
work on LCTB Staff, to help maintain and provide better service. If we follow the proposal and abandon current contracts with
Community Partners with the miniscule funding we receive now we will be bankrupt in no time. We are no good to anyone if
we are not here.
Third, It is not feasible to find the extra staff needed to implement this plan in any of it’s current proposals. Operators are hard
enough to come by, interviewing some 50 to find 2 or 3 qualified candidates. There have been issues finding Management
Staff and even Dispatch people, given stringent hiring qualifications needed to fulfill said positions.
Lastly, longer operating hours and Sunday Service is a waste of time, money and resources. I feel we do not have enough
business to warrant Saturday Service, let alone Sunday Service. I believe there will be a reduction in staff, should this happen.
Having Saturday service is currently losing us money, also makes scheduling staff harder, when looking at Operator’s hours,
as well as Office staff being here for fewer trips. It would be a lot easier to be closed on weekends, would cut down on hours
worked, give staff more dedicated time off to have a life and make scheduling vacations easier. I look at our peers in the
surrounding Counties with the exception of COTA in Franklin County (who has the business need, money and resources to do
this) Knox, Fairfield and Muskingum are all shorter hours and closed weekends. I ask what makes us any different from them?

6

What I mentioned previously about the transit coming multiple times a day.

7

The connector between Newark, Johnstown and New Albany is probably better served by an express from Newark to New
Albany and another from Johnstown to New Albany.

8

Did you check for sidewalks at the stops?

9

The topic "Expand Public Outreach and Education" was not quite one page -- I think there's a very real opportunity here that's
being missed. There are at the very least aspects and elements of previous transportation options the community has
supported and maintained that actually worked and worked well. But in each "era" of Newark & Licking County transportation
solutions, their reputational standing in the community has been . . . horrible. And again, I think worse than they deserved. How
we communicate to opinion leaders, community organization officials, and the broader public is not just a matter of branding
and a few press releases, but a sheaf of semi-intangibles that can help make our next solution OUR community transportation
option. We need more ownership, appreciation, and awareness of Licking County Transit as a vital and functional tool in our
community toolkit for helping people find their goals, reach their dreams, and get work done one trip at a time. Yes,
appearance and maintenance and even branding is part of it, but there needs to be ongoing work to keep Transit Next
something Licking County is proud to be part of.

10

Not now but I am sure I will have feedback once I start using public transportation.

11

This may not be the feedback you are looking for, but I must admit that I wasn't excited about review 100 plus pages of the
plan plus watching a 1 hour video. I wish it could have been condensed to 15-20 minutes.
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D. Public Comments and Responses: Guided Survey
The guided survey received a total of 33 responses.
1. Prompt 1: “The proposed routes will save time for me or someone in my household.”
•

Responses - True: 9, False: 24

Responses for those who answered “True”
#

Comment

1

Very detailed/stretches a big distance

2

I currently live in Pataskala and when my car broke down I had to have people drive me to classes on the Newark campus. If
the transit came to Pataskala through that route, it would be more manageable if I needed it. I also have a lot of friends who
live in the Gahanna and Columbus area that would benefit from this transit- if it came more than once/twice a day.

3

They are not people in my household, but rather clients I serve through the non profit agency I represent. Our clients do not
have cars as a rule.

4

I am interested in Public transportation as much as possible. I prefer it over driving

5

I know people directly who would benefit from having connectivity from Newark to southern/Buckeye Lake as well as out into
western Licking County for work opportunities.

6

All my family members have to be either at school or work around the same time. It would make everyone more independent
from each other's schedules.

Responses for those who answered “False”
#

Comment

1

I do own a car--I don't want the bus to be faster (never happens in any city I've lived in!), I want the bus to be more energy
efficient.

2

Nearest stop is over a mile away.

3

The route I would need would be direct to New Albany. To go through Johnstown would take too much time for me. I want to
go between Ohio State's Columbus campus and its Newark campus.
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#

Comment

4

Wouldn’t use

5

We all have dependable transportation

6

I am not in a position to need public transit at this time.

7

Answered false because I don't see saving time as an issue.

8

do not use public transportation

9

Currently most of our business happens close to home or outside of the County to which these routes do not run.

10

A fixed route will not be helpful.

11

I do not use public transit.

12

Too much time spent at work as is

13

Too many stops for people to get on/connect with other routes will cost too much, they complain about current cost now.

14

I am an employee and I don’t have family here.

2. Prompt 2: “The proposed routes will improve connectivity to destinations that I or someone in my household needs to
travel to.”
•

Responses - True: 14, False: 19

Responses for those who answered “True”
#

Comment

1

Very detailed

2

My daughter, who lives in a city with great transportation, is home in summer & doesn't drive--this would make her able to get
around Newark area.

3

These routes would help me out personally. As I mentioned previously, I live in Pataskala and when I have had car troubles it
is nice to know that I have a back up plan.
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#

Comment

4

We help disadvantaged residents of Licking County to have their eyes examined and get new glasses by paying for these
services. They need public transportation to get to the professional Eye Care Centers because for a myriad of reasons they
do not drive.

5

I travel a good bit between Newark and Heath

6

As noted before, I have people in my home and I know personally who would have a tremendous value of having public
transportation to destinations/work opportunities.

7

We would use the route towards the West side and within town.

8

I see that the routes go where I want to go.

Responses for those who answered “False”
#

Comment

1

Main destination would be OSUN, line closest to me does not go past the campus although it is close (red)

2

The route between Newark and New Albany is too convoluted.

3

Wouldn’t use

4

We all have dependable transportation

5

No connector near my home

6

Same answer (“I am not in a position to need public transit at this time.”)

7

Currently, our business happens either close to home or outside of the County.

8

The stop may not be close to where I or somewhere else needs to be.

9

Too confusing, this might work for the younger generation

10

Again I am an employee and my family does not reside in Licking county.
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3. Prompt 3: “The proposed hours of service will improve accessibility to destinations that I or someone in my household
needs to travel to.”
•

Responses - True: 10, False: 23

Responses for those who answered “True”
#

Comment

1

I agree that the times would be beneficial however, I think later bus times on the weekends would be nothing but a benefit.

2

Assuming I can get an easy COTA connection to Ohio State in New Albany, this would allow me to go to meetings without the
hassle of driving in. Also Columbus shopping.

3

Yes, I live in Pataskala and attend OSUN. If I need to use the transit, this will help me out greatly when getting to/from
campus.

4

Mostly day trips, 2 nights a week need 10pm availability.

5

Absolutely. Business hours are best for our clients.

6

Those hours work for me

7

The available times cover when most people are in need of the service. It is especially helpful for individuals who may have
procedures where they have to be at the hospital early in the morning or are in need of transportation later in the day.

8

The route and times are appropriate for any needs we may have arise.

9

This would be especially true on weekdays (not necessarily weekends for members of my household or friends)

10

These are reasonable hours to provide services and make my household schedule more viable.

Responses for those who answered “False”
#

Comment

1

Weekend hours should be extended

2

The routes just don't get me easily to where I want to go.

3

Wouldn’t use

4

Will not use transit
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#

Comment

5

Not likely to use transit at this time

6

Same answer. (“I am not in a position to need public transit at this time.”)

7

Answered false because the times will only work for daytime workers. Realize that everything can't happen at once but would
be great to have 2nd and 3rd shift transportation. Maybe in future?

8

The time change will not help. Transit time is good as is.

9

Already travel during these hours

10

They had Sunday service before, not enough clients to make it worth running and the drivers are already working long hours
6 days a week, where you going to get all these new drivers it’s going to take?

11

If it provides us with a fixed schedule it might work, right now we have no schedule.

E. Mapping Tool Comments
A total of seven substantive comments were received on the proposed stops and routes via the mapping activity. The comment numbers
correspond to the numbered locations in the map figure following the table.
Mapping Tool Comments
#

Comment

1

(blank)

2

Sorry, this is hard to make work. Run the bus from Granville to Sharon Vly Rd., right on Moull, and back out to 21st. You
could pick up at Empire & Moull.

3

Health Department stop needed on fixed route. Why?

4

You see a great many walkers across Moull & Jefferson at all times of day carrying groceries and laundry back to the
neighborhood south and southeast of Moull & Mt. Vernon Rd.; it seems like a sizeable rental neighborhood needing shopping
access to trans

5

Stay on 161 from Newark to New Albany to get to work

6

Cherry Valley Rd park and ride lot connection needed for New Albany route and for trail head access. Make this connection
at Speedway circle and cherry valley rd
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#

Comment

7

What about Utica?

8

Fixed Route to Johnstown we like to bypass school zones so we don’t have delays.

Mapping Tool Comment Locations

LCTB Draft TDP & CP Comments
May 20, 2020
Page 21
F. Attachments
Attachment A - Licking County Concepts – Representative Frazier
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Licking County Concepts
These concepts were compiled based on county destinations including jobs, commercial centers and
residential patterns. Connections were added to build off of COTA’s existing network to provide crosscounty opportunities. These concepts represent a menu of different options including fixed route
connections to COTA, two local routes surrounding Newark and Heath areas, a micro transit concept to
cover the Newark and Heath areas and a countywide micro transit concept.
SR 161 Express
Roundtrip Miles: 45 (22.5 one-way)
Estimated Average Speed: 40 mph
Estimated Time: 30 minutes
New Albany Park & Ride (linked with COTA’s line 45) to Locust St & 2nd St (Newark)
Fully Allocated Cost for: 5am, 5pm, 10 total round trips, Monday-Friday, ~$457,200
Connection with COTA’s line 45 New Albany
North- South Local
Roundtrip Miles: 16
Estimated Average Speed: 20.4 mph
Estimated Time: 50 minutes – Could be a fixed route flex concept to increase coverage
C-TEC Career and Technology Education Centers of Licking County to Indian Mound Mall area
Notable points of interest: C-TEC Career and Technology Education Centers of Licking County, Walmart
(N 21st), Indian Valley Shopping Center, Kroger, Downtown Newark, Giant Eagle, Southgate Center,
Southgate Plaza, Walmart (Central Pkwy), Target, Indian Mound Mall
Fully Allocated Cost for: 6am-10pm, seven days a week, every 30 min, ~$1,401,600
Main Street Local
Roundtrip Miles: 14
Estimated Average Speed: 21 mph
Estimated Time: 40 minutes– Could be a fixed route flex concept to increase coverage
Select Specialty Hospital- Southeast Ohio to Longaberger Basket
Notable points of interest: Select Specialty Hospital Southeast Ohio, Licking Memorial Hospital,
Downtown Newark
Fully Allocated Cost for: 6am-10pm, seven days a week, every 30 min, ~$1,401,600
2 Limited

Roundtrip Miles: 43 (21.5 one-way)
Estimated Average Speed: 30 mph
Estimated Time: 45 minutes
County line (link with COTA line 2) - Indian Mound Mall area
Notable points of interest: Etna Warehouse area (Amazon), Etna, Hebron, SR 79 Industrial area, Indian
Mound Mall
Fully Allocated Cost for: 6am-8pm, every 60 minutes, Monday-Friday, ~$853,440
Connection with COTA’s line 2 N High St/E Main
10 Limited
Roundtrip Miles: 31 (15.5 one-way)
Estimated Average Speed: 30 mph
Estimated Time: 31 minutes
County line (link with COTA line 10) The Limited – Granville/Dennison
Notable points of interest: The Limited, Pataskala, Granville, Dennison University
Fully Allocated Cost for: 6am-8pm, every 60 minutes, Monday-Friday, ~$853,400
Connection with COTA’s line 10 E/W Broad
COTA Plus Newark-Heath Zone
Covering the urbanized areas of Newark, Heath & Granville
19 square miles, 3 active vehicles, short (15 min) wait times
Could take place of the 2 local routes
Estimated Cost: ~$700,000 Operating, ~$650,000 Capital (vehicles)
COTA Plus – County Wide Zone
Covering the entire county, unknown amount of vehicles, longer (60 min) wait times
~694 square miles
Estimated Cost: TBD
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Memorandum
To:

Matt Hill, LCATS

From:

Tom Cruikshank (WSB)
Austin Hauf, AICP Candidate (WSB)

Date:

January 30, 2020

Re:

Licking County Transit Development Plan (TDP) & Coordinated Plan (CP)
Employee Interview Memorandum

701 XENIA AVENUE S | SUITE 300 | MINNEAPOLIS, MN | 55416 | 763.541.4800 | WSBENG.COM

A. Background
Licking County Transit Board employees were interviewed as part of the Transit Development
Plan (TDP) process to gauge their job satisfaction and to solicit suggestions for improving
working conditions. The interviews were conducted on October 1, 2019 by Tom Cruikshank of
WSB. Included in the employee interviews were six full-time and one part-time
dispatch/operations staff and three full-time administration staff. Maintenance staff and drivers
were not specifically interviewed during this process. However, driver comments collected by
Ashley Hartle and Austin Hauf of WSB while conducting the on-board survey from September 30
to October 3, 2019 are summarized here. Interviews with Licking County Transit Board members
were conducted by the consulting team during a January 2020 trip to Licking County.
Comments are summarized by general comments, job satisfaction, job efficiency, schedule
adherence, employee relations and job challenges. All interviewees were willing to participate and
enthusiastically answered all the questions.
B. Summary
A summary of the driver responses to the interview questions are summarized in Table 1.
Table 1 - Driver Interview Summary

General Comments
Drivers all enjoy their job

Training
Dispatch staff could use more
training in scheduling trips
and familiarity with service
areas

Drivers usually can maintain
their schedules

Drivers would like more
frequent training meetings

Don’t know all the drivers

Drivers would like dispatchers
to ride along with them
Refresher training for drivers
not done in a while

Interest in team meetings
Drivers would like to have
work schedules posted ahead
of time instead of day before

Annual ride-along from
supervisor
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Maintenance
Maintenance does a great job
taking care of the bus fleet
Buses are brought out quickly
when a driver has a
maintenance issue
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General Comments
Difficulty in attracting good
quality people due to low
wages

Training

Maintenance

Some drivers could use
customer service training

A summary of operations staff responses to the interview questions are summarized in Table 2.
Table 2 - Dispatch/Operations Staff Interview Summary

General Comments
Enjoy working with all staff
Need for video surveillance cameras in buses
Need more training for dispatch staff
Enjoy helping the people we serve
Riders are appreciative of what we do
Grateful riders rely on us for the service
Making a difference by helping others
Lowering the number of rides we can take
Being short drivers create a lot of overtime (10
hours with no break)
Do not have a street supervisor

Computers and Software
Dispatching software updates done annually
Dispatch software refresher training needed
Maintenance software needed
Have Routematch come to do training with
dispatch staff
Hard to get assistance from Routematch
when calling into technical assistance
Denials are too high (150 a month)
Do not track on time performance

A summary of administrative staff responses to the interview questions are summarized in Table
3.
Table 3 - Administration Staff Interview Summary

General Comments
Need for rewriting driver manual
Enjoy being a member of the team
Administration is supported by the Board
Concern to maintain good employee morale
Some employees are not accepting of change
Local cities and villages not willing to fund
operations
Lost $1 million from DD funding change
Additional funding from colleges/hospital would
help
Additional support staff needed in
administration
County Commissioners and communities have
been supportive

Opportunities for Improvement
Use positive two-way radio messages
Send positive messages to drivers on tablets
Monthly newsletter, email or mail to
employees
Employee mentorship program
Post positive calls from customers
Need for more service along corridors and
activity centers
Tiered fare structure - distance based
Maintenance and storage facility
improvements needed
Buses located/hub out of other communities
versus all out of Newark
New dispatching software option to replace
Routematch
On-time performance is hurt due to lack of
staff

Transit board members were interviewed in January 2020. Responses from those interviews are
summarized below in Table 4.
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Table 4 - Board Member Interview Summary

Topic
Morale
Financial
Leadership
Board Retreat/Training
Stability on Transit Board
Fares
Board Member Mindset
Organization Structure
Need to Increase Contracts
Office and Maintenance Facilities
Bus Fleet
Adequacy of Resources for Transit

Comments
Low wages and long hours need to be addressed
Money is biggest need
Bring on additional financial partners – Cities,
Clubs, Foundation, etc.
General Manager is a good leader
Consider board retreat with LCT staff
Board members are supportive
Trips with low fares to edge of County are not
sustainable. Support for tiered fare structure.
Board members have community interest in mind.
Joint Powers an option for transit structure
Colleges, K-12 schools, Employers
Facilities are adequate
Bus fleet is well maintained
Staff is doing best they can with the resources
they have. Sustainable funding is critical for long
term growth

C. Interview Questions and Responses
1. Dispatch/Operations Staff
Staff interviewed:
• Annette Duke
• Audrey Baker
• Debra Hartman
• Melissa (first day on the job)
• Jesse Broseus
• Charles Henderson
• Jessica Broceus
A summary of dispatch/operations staff responses to the interview questions are summarized
below.
What do you enjoy most about working for Licking County Transit Board?
• Enjoy helping the people we serve
• Riders are appreciative of what we do
• Grateful riders rely on us for the service
• Making a difference by helping others
Is the dispatching software that is used efficient and reliable on a daily basis?
• Dispatching software updates done annually
• Last dispatching software update about a year ago
• Report problems to Donna or Cathy
Do you notice any constraints with your existing dispatching software?
• Hard to get assistance from Routematch when calling into technical assistance
• Routematch does not always respond
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•
•

Problem recently with unscheduled trips
Have Routematch come to do training with dispatch staff

Are there any issues between dispatch and drivers regarding expectations, routing,
scheduling, etc?
• Some disagreements between dispatch and drivers
• Get along most of the time
• Sometimes when drivers get behind schedule
• Being short drivers is difficult
• Lowering the number of rides we can take
• A lot of overtime for drivers (10 hours with no break)
What are some opportunities to improve the efficiency of dispatching?
• Need for more staff
• Denials are too high (150 a month)
What is the most challenging part of your job?
• Communications
• Why drivers take extra time to complete trips
• Late drivers
Is there anything else you can add to make Licking County Transit Board a better place to
work?
• Do not track on time performance
• Need a better way of monitoring drivers
• Do not have a street supervisor
2. Administrative Staff
Staff interviewed:
• Sam Sites
• Donna Flack
• Cathy Sheets
A summary of administrative staff responses to the interview questions are summarized
below.
Challenges and Opportunities?
• Local cities and villages not willing to fund operations
• Lost 1 million dollars from DD funding change
• Additional funding from colleges/hospital would help
• Need for more service along corridors and activity centers
• Tiered fare structure - distance based
• If drivers need CDL for larger buses – contract calls for pay increase for CDL license
• Early win options for the TDP
o Fresh start to the system
o Rebranding
o Logo/bus graphics
o Tiered fare structure
o Fare collection system in place
• Facilities
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•

o Admin office space adequate to meet future needs?
o Maintenance and storage facility improvements
o Downtown Newark bus transfer/gathering hub
Buses located/hub out of other communities versus all out of Newark

What do you enjoy most about working for Licking County Transit Board?
• Like the challenges
• Like the hours and people work with
• Don’t feel overwhelmed
Are state (ODOT) reporting requirements clear and easy to understand?
• ODOT is accessible and requirements are clear
• A good resource
Do you feel you have the necessary support to do your job?
• Procurement training would help
• Additional support staff in admin
Do you have the adequate software to track and monitor system performance? How could
you improve?
• Have adequate software to do job
• New dispatching software option to replace Routematch
What are your major concerns regarding operations?
• Staffing – getting enough drivers
• Funding – less FTA 5307 available / more ODOT dollars
• Challenges from transition of two private operators in last two years
• New driver rules
• No surveillance cameras in buses at this time – taken out by last private contractor
• No fareboxes installed in buses – they have in stock – use bank envelopes instead
Do you have any major concerns about funding and “stakeholder” support? If so, what?
• County Commissioners have been supportive
• Community support
• Loss of DD contract funding
How is staff morale? Do you notice any issues between different “departments” (i.e. dispatch
and drivers, maintenance and operations)?
• Morale seems okay
• Do not have regularly scheduled staff meetings
• Lots of overtime for drivers due to driver shortage – has not affected safety or
accidents
What is the most challenging part of your job?
• Funding challenges the last couple of years
• Following the rules – NTD
• Not having the experience to do the job
• Not being able to help some ride requests
• Too many trips for number of drivers
• Phones are busy (not long hold times)
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Is there anything else you can add to make Licking County Transit Board a better place to
work?
• Work from home option
• Some employees are not accepting of change
• On-time performance is hurt due to lack of staff
• Use of email for internal communications helps
3. Drivers
A summary of feedback collected from conversations with drivers is provided below.
Comments have been sorted according to various topic areas.
Hiring/Training
• Hiring process takes approximately 3 months due to background check. Most people
are not willing to wait this long given local/regional job market competition.
• Some of the training is tailored to larger buses (as of a couple of years ago). At one
time drivers were told to not drive in reverse, but this is not feasible for where buses
need to go.
• There is currently no training for drivers working with seniors or people with
disabilities
Maintenance/Vehicle Conditions
• Tablets do not include reliable GPS, many drivers have purchased their own GPS
with their own money for their buses
Schedule Adherence
• Bus routing - buses are often traveling back and forth between the same places.
Sometimes pass other buses on similar route or go back and forth between two
places twice in a row.
• Paperwork duplication with tablet computer - information recorded on paper after
each stop is also recorded electronically.
Dispatcher Assistance
• Drivers check in frequently with dispatch
o Need to check in after last drop-off to determine if there are any other pickups needed
o Need to check in to determine whether a pick-up is a “no-show”
Working Conditions/Support from Supervisors
• Current wage is not competitive
• County retirement and other benefits are good, this should be a major selling point of
the job.
• A hiring bonus of 3-4 dollars more than wage of existing MV employees was provided
around 2017. Result was more driver hiring, but only a few made it through training
due to drug testing, finding out working schedule, etc.
• Better driver scheduling is needed.
o Possible to do 4 eleven-hour days with 1-hour lunch and Friday off?
o Hire someone for just Friday and Saturday?
o Some drivers want split shifts and get a lunch instead, others want just a
lunch and get split shifts. Possible to switch?
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o

o
o
o
o

Need more predictable hours. Drivers don't find out the next day’s start time
until the night before. Start times vary, and drivers don’t know their end time
for the day until it happens.
Drivers find out Friday night if they are working Saturday, making it difficult to
have weekend plans.
Schedules used to be posted in advance, now they are not.
Lack of stability and uncertainty in scheduling is one of the contributors to
turnover.
Quote: "Drivers don't have a life."

Perspective on Passenger Experience
• Passengers are only allowed to bring groceries/shopping bags that can be held on
their lap. This is a limitation for seniors, people with disabilities, and anyone who
wants to use the service for shopping trips.
• Many passengers require door to door service
• Feedback drivers have heard from passengers:
o Fixed route along State Route 79? Corridor has lots of employment and
shopping.
o Fixed routes to Johnstown, Pataskala, etc.
o Desire for service on Sunday.
o Later weekday and Saturday service, especially to access industrial areas
south of town for second and third shifts. Employees could get there via
transit but wouldn’t be able to get home because service has shut down for
the day.
4. Board Members
Board members interviewed:
• Brandon Galik
• Olivia Biggs
• Jeff Hindel
• Rick Black
• Deb Cole
• Bill Cost
• Dick Morrow
A summary of feedback collected from conversations with Licking County Transit Board
members conducted during January 2020 is provided below. Comments have been sorted
according to various topic areas.
Board
•
•
•
•

Board needs more education and priority setting
Interest in a board retreat or training
Transit needs a cohesive board and leadership from General Manger
Glad LCATS is in charge of the TDP/CP planning process

Financial
• Transit doesn’t have adequate resources
• Money is biggest need
• County commissioners are starting to get more hands-on with transit

K:\014610-000\Admin\Meeting\Stakeholder_Employee
Meetings\employee_interview_memo_01.30.2020.docx

Employee Interview Memo
January 30, 2020
Page 8

•
•
•
•
•

Like idea of tiered fare structure
Additional contracts – Colleges
Bring on additional financial partners – Cities: Newark, Johnstown, Heath, Granville;
K-12 schools, Rotary Club, Licking County Foundation
Develop framework for setting up financial structure
Trips with low fares to edge of County aren’t sustainable

Operations
• Service is too limited
• Could have more robust system
• Callers should speak to a live person when they call
• People do not like to leave messages
• Staff are doing best with what they have
• Office facility and garage are adequate
• Not enough resources to provide every trip
• Flex route is talked about a lot
• Don’t take away from existing services like dialysis
• Find the right balance
• Interest in a more fixed route system
Staffing
• Wage rates are low.
• Operators working too many hours
• Too much overtime worked
• Additional drivers are needed
• Two more administrative employees are needed
Other Comments
• Columbus is growing so western half of county is booming
• Transit board does not currently have its own social media platform
• Transit staff are not able to update web page – managed by County IT
• Homeless discussion going on in County
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