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Executive Summary

Licking County’s current network of multi-use trails cover some of the most densely populated and most rural areas within the 
county.  Generally the system is in good condition with a few small potholes and cracks that are systematically being addressed. 
What the system does lack is connectivity.  The backbone of  a true multi-use system has been created. In the future, emphasis 
should be given to connecting all of the different segments to make this a true circuit of trails providing the best usage to the 
greatest number of people. This plan identifies connections and processes that will greatly improve the experience and usability 
of Licking County’s multi-use trail system.

Bringing together different operating entities such as the Licking County Parks District, Licking County Chamber of Commerce, 
Convention and Visitors Bureau, county and municipal governments, non-profit organizations, bicycle clubs, and the citizens 
of Licking County, much can be accomplished toward the 6 primary goals on the following page. Cooperation among these 
different entities can help make Licking County’s multi-use trail system an excellent transportation and recreational system.
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Introduction
Purpose

The purpose of the Licking County Multi-Use Trail Plan is to create more 
vibrant livable communities by coordinating resources, partners, and 
stakeholders to integrate multi-use transportation planning decisions 
in the county. This plan demonstrates how multi-use paths can 
encourage physical fitness, investments, effect on property values, 
and community pride. The plan delves into the current bicycle and 
pedestrian system that is in place, taking into account its strengths, 
inadequacies, and connectivity issues. It makes recommendations 
pertaining to future expansion projects. Attention is also given to 
public and private funding options.

Role of  Licking County Area Transportation Study (LCATS)
As a Federally recognized metropolitan planning organization (MPO), 
LCATS is responsible for identifying and implementing all forms of 
regional transportation projects in Licking County. The 2012 LCATS 
long range  transportation plan (LRTP) emphasizes the need for multi-
use capabilities, bicycle, and pedestrian friendly infrastructure. The 
Licking County Multi-Use Trail Plan  is LCATS first attempt at weaving 
multi-use facilities into the current infrastructure.

Licking County Multi-Use Trail Plan develops a framework and 
implementation strategy by building on the County’s current assets. 
This guide identifies opportunities through the accumulation of 
county wide data and the identification of goals and strategies which 
support a more effective multi-modal community.

How to Use This Guide

This guide is a tool for LCATS, local communities, and other 
organizations as planning decisions are made concerning the 
County’s future. Future planning and policy should be aligned with 
the recommendations and strategies of this report. It is further 
recommended that LCATS, Licking County Planning Commission 
(LCPC), Licking County Parks District and municipalities who are 
responsible for adopting plans should consider adopting this plan.

Vision, Goals and Objectives

Goals and Objectives
Licking County Multi-Use Trail Plan is based on six main goals which 
guide the analysis, recommendations, and strategies:

1. Increase transportation choices and users.

2. Improve accessibility for all.

3. Build a collaborative relationship and partner with public, private, 
and non-profit partners to coordinate all forms of trail development 
in the County.

5. Promote, build, and strengthen county wide cooperation and help 
communities identify and build on current network strengths.

6. Provide continuity to trail maintenance and improvements.

Vision
By intentionally focusing on the existing trail system of Licking 
County and extending it, further linking and connecting it into 
existing populations, employment, education, and areas of commerce, 
this multi-use trail plan will allow the entirety of the county to both 
maintain and enhance the tremendous existing asset of the Licking 
County trail system. Through expansion, the trail system will grow into 
a dynamic, integral and essential part of the county’s transportation 
system. This plan seeks to address and improve upon the current 
system for the benefit of all that reside, work, or pass through Licking 
County; thus, affording all residents and visitors the option to move 
throughout and within our cities, villages, and countryside by foot or 
by non-motorized wheel to our communities’ cultural, historic, retail, 
and employment locations. 
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4. Improve local connectivity and provide alternative, safe travel-
ways in addition to motorized transportation.

Although this plan seeks to deliver a basic framework for consideration 
of placement and construction of trails, it is a ‘living plan’. Meaning, 
that this plan should be re-visited every five years and updated as to 
what work has occured and any changing conditions.
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Background

Bicycling and Pedestrian History in Licking County

The history of Licking County’s multi-user trail system can be traced back as far as 1927 when Everett Reese left teaching 
economics at Georgia Tech to work for Park National Bank. That same year his young son, Gilbert (Gib) Reese, was turning two. 
Throughout his life Gib watched his mother and father reach out to help people. They operated under the core belief that 
helping the public was an infallible way to strengthen the community.

In 1965 Gib Reese and Thomas J. Evans came together to form the T.J. Evans Foundation. The foundation is well known in Newark 
and the county for providing recreational facilities, such as many parts of the current multi-use trail system. Gib Reese and his 
wife Lou, traveled frequently in their earlier years. They gained inspiration from community works they saw. With ‘bulldog’ like 
determination and the desire to make Newark and Licking county a great place to live, they brought back ideas and began to 
implement them. Ideas such as public art found at the OSU campus, the square, and along the bike trail; and multi-use trails that 
link communities to essentials such as groceries, shopping, and schools were developed. Admittedly,  Gib didn’t have a final 
vision of how the system would be completed. He wanted to do something (and did tremendous amount) that benefited the 
community he loved.

In 1980, the first segment of the current trail system was completed from Newark to Granville. The following year the second 
segment was completed that linked Granville to Johnstown. The first two segments became known as the T.J. Evans Trail and 
formed a core section of the network. Next, the foundation turned eastward and linked Newark to Hanover via the Panhandle 
trail. In the early 1990’s the link from Goosepond Rd. south to OSU campus and under Cherry Valley Rd. connecting to the 
existing trail in Newark was made. The foundation also helped create the Buckeye Scenic Trail that travels from Lakewood High 
School to Hopewell Dr. in Heath. On the eastern side of the Licking River the City of Heath created the bicycle path from the 
Port Authority through Hoback park and up to Heath High School. 
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In addition to the miles of multi-use trails built by the Thomas J. Evans Foundation, the local municipalities have also built both 
off-street dedicated use trails and on-street paths. Newark has marked bike lanes on existing roadways, Heath has developed part 
of the Buckeye Scenic Trail as well as trails along Irvingwick and in local parks. Granville has developed and maintained multiple 
miles of trails in their jurisdiction and uses them as selling points for the village. Johnstown has several miles of trials and one 
the newest trail heads in the county. The Licking County Parks District has been instrumental in both trail development as well 
as trail maintenance.
As indicative from past construction, multiple entities have been interested in multi-use trail development. The expression 
of the desire to move Licking County’s multi-use trail system ahead has been realized. Moving forward the realization of the 
value of multi-use trail systems should be realized in a responsible and healthy manner.
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The Licking County multi-use trail plan is based on the premise that the existing and future trailways are owned and 
exist within public rights-of-way or acquired rights-of-way, easements, and/or fee simple private land acquisitions.

The Supreme Court of the United States determined on March 10, 2014 that land originally sold by the Federal Government to provide 
railroad companies right(s)-of-way through public lands of the United States by the General Railroad Right-of-Way Act of  1875 cannot now be 
automatically claimed again by the Federal Government when the right-of-way is abandoned and surrounding land was conveyed ownership by 
land patent deeds to someone else.  Although the case dealt with property in Wyoming, there are potential impacts to many public trails built 
on former railroad right-of-ways across the United States.  Much of the TJ Evans Foundation trails are built on former railroad right-of-ways. As 
such, questions have been raised as to if this case will affect the multi-use trails within our county. The shortest answer is probably not but short 
of actual adjudication and specific facts a definitive answer cannot be stated. However, in the one case that was heard regarding the ownership 
of the land where a trail exists the conclusion was- yes, in fact, the Thomas J. Evans Foundation does hold marketable title to the property not 
adjoining property owners. (Court of Appeals of Ohio, Fifth District No. 09 CA 76, Jan 5, 2010).

The Wyoming case will likely impact public trails that have been built as part of the rails-to-trails movement particularly in the western states 
and not impact the privately owned trails here. The entire issue of converting former railroad rights-of-way into public trails through the 1983 
National Trails System Act, rail banking, and other portions of that program will have to be sorted out as a result of the Supreme Court. However, 
the land on which the trails in Licking County exist are primarily state or local right-of-ways of roads, existing and active railroad right-of-ways 
owned by the state of Ohio and land acquired privately by the non-profit T.J. Evans Foundation in which deeds have been recorded and rights-
of-way were purchased not abandoned. 

In the Licking County former railroad ownership case, the appellate court affirmed the Court of Common Pleas ruling that the Thomas J. Evans 
Foundation does hold “marketable record title and was entitled to rely upon the provisions of the Marketable Title Act (ORC 5301)when it 
purchased the railroad property in 1984.”  The Marketable Title Act became law in Ohio in 1961 and essentially functions as a “40-year statute of 
limitations for bringing claims against a title of record.”  The Ohio law essentially eliminates very old interests so as to create clean titles when 
land is purchased.  It also looks at the “root of title” which in this case was 1915 which placed the statute of limitations at 1955 well before 
the 1984 purchase of the land. The final item of that case dealt with marketable title still being subject to defects and possible reverter clauses. 
The courts determined that the reversionary interest can only be asserted if a preservation notice was ever filed and noted that no notice ever 
existed challenging the ownership.

Based on general reviews of the US Supreme Court case (dealing with Federal patent deeds) and the Ohio case  dealing with ownership of a 
multi-use trail(that was specific to the Thomas J. Evans Foundation) it appears that none of the present or proposed trailways are in any danger 
of reversion to a private land owner. However and as previously stated, that will only be known through specific litigation. It is clearly beyond 
the scope of this multi-use plan to further postulate any other outcome than what has been presented in the above narrative. That conclusion 
is that future trail locations be properly acquired as appears to have occurred throughout the county since the first lands were used for the 
trail system.
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The current multi-use trail system is identified by its users and their habits. Identifying the who, what, when, where and why of 
trail participation is vital to understanding how to grow the system. It helps trail developers set a course of action to continuously 
improve and expand upon the system. Without knowing the demographics,spending habits of trail users, and trail geography, trail 
developers will just be making blind improvements hoping it will benefit the functionality of the system.

The following charts and graphs are taken from a survey that LCATS performed during June of 2013. The survey was in electronic 
format and sent out in e-mail blasts for distribution to various public and private entities. A copy of the survey can be found in 
Appendix A. An analysis of the current multi-use system was performed. Areas that were analyzed were: county demographics, 
total trail miles, on-street trails, off-street trails, trail users, trail activities, trail spending habits, and perceived trail safety.                       

Chapter 1

Existing Conditions

The existing trail network is an asset to the community. Trail miles for the county total 59.2 and include dedicated use path 
and on-street trails. To build the current network today would cost approximately $15.5 million dollars. This takes into account 
avergae costs per mile for 56 miles of trail and the square footage of bridge structures. Current multi-use publicly and privately 
owned paths and those projects that have monies allocated to them by public or private funding sources, are represented in this 
section.

In studying the demographic data (the following page) for Licking County there are several important factors that can be 
associated with this plan. Nearly 74% of the top fourteen employer’s in the County are located within ½ mile of the current 
bike and pedestrian paths, or can be found along potential future sites of paths proposed by this plan. To go along with that 
data, Licking County has nearly 8% of its workforce that either works from home or travels to work by means of transportation 
that is not vehicular. More than half of the nearly 64,000 estimated households in Licking County bring in the same or large 
median income for the County. Alarmingly, the age cohort from 20 -34  is small for the county; the only number smaller is the 
65-85+ cohorts. This shows a trend that younger people in the county leave after high school and do not return until their 
mid-thirties to forties. Proof that this young, energetic workforce are going other places to start their careers and families.
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Total Population: 166,492
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Area
Total 687.49 sq. mi

Land 682.500 sq. mi
Water 4.991 sq.mi

2008-2012 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
Commuting to Work Estimates
Workers 16 years and over 77,987
Car, Truck, or Van - Drove Alone 64,357
Car, Truck, or Van - Carpooled 7,022
Public Transportation (Excluding Taxicab) 277
Walked 1,786
Other Means 804
Worked at home 3,741

Mean Travel time to Work (minutes) 25.8

2008-2012 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Income and Benefits Estimates
Total Households 63,781

Less than $10,000 4,090
$10,000 to $14,999 3,238
$15,000 to $24,999 6,445
$35,000 to $34,999 6,433
$35,000 to $49,999 9,130
$50,000 to $74,999 13,385
$75,000 to 99,999 8,391
$100,000 to $149,999 8,472
$150,000 to $199,999 2,587
$200,000 to more 1,610
Median household income (dollars) 54,247
Mean household income (dollars) 67,371

Above Data Collected from: 
http://www.growlickingcounty.org/why-licking-county/major-employers

Males

Females

Data Collected from http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=DEC_10_DP_
DPDP1

2000 4000 6000 800002000400060008000

Licking County’s Major Employers ( As of March 1, 2013)
1. Licking County Memorial Hospital 1,616
2. Englefield Oil Co., Inc. 1,400
3. Victoria's Sercet/ Limited Brands 1,307
4. State Farm Insurance 1,205
5. Licking County Government 1,090
6. Newark City SD 900
7. Denison University 720
8. Anomatic Corporation 650
9. Park National Bank 650
10. Owens Corning Corporation 643
11. OSU-N/ COTC 630
12. City of Newark 483
13. Boeing Guidance Repair Center 450
14. Southwest Licking LSD 442

 Existing Conditions
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Existing Conditions

Off-street multi-use facilities are represented 
to the left with a red line. The total for off-
street trails for Licking County is about 56 
miles.

Newark has the only marked on-street trail 
system. This system is shown to the right 
with a red line and is 3.2 miles in long.

Trail Inventory
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The current multi-use trail system has its own identity, one that is 
formed by the users and their habits. The following charts and graphs 
represent trail users and their habits.

Visitors to the trail system are of interest to the county. Where trail 
visitors come from and what they do determine how beneficial the 
trail system is to the county from an economic and development 
standpoint. The survey (Bike Path Survey, Appendix A) indicated that 
66% of trail visitors are local while 34% are from outside of Licking 
County. We know from available trail count data, discussed later in the 
next section, that there are 126,659 trips per year on the trails. This 
figure only represents the count locations where infrared counters 
were utilized; actual numbers could be greater. This translates to 
about 43,000 trips per year being generated by users living outside of 
Licking County. Capturing monies from non-local trips could prove 
to be a vital boost to the local economy. As demand for the County’s 
system increases the demand for goods such as bikes, snacks and 
accessories will increase.

It is important to recognize the value of non-local traffic on the 
trails. There will always be demand from local users on the trail, but 
increasing trail circulation to make it a destination for non-local users 
should increase trail revenue. In an American Planning Association 
article titled “Prosperity Comes In Cycles” it is stated that: “Someone 
who travels to a trail for a days ride will spend four times as much as 
a local user, and users who stay overnite will spend twice as much as 
the one-day visitors”(American Planning Association, November 2013, 
P10-15). 
Currently, trail users in Licking County spend an average of $775 on 
supplies such as bikes and bike accessories per year. The largest portion 
of trail users, 37.5%, spend nothing at all. The daily spending habits of 
users on items such as water, drinks and snacks is $11.48 per day with 
a majority of users, 43%, spending nothing.

$775 per/yr

$11.48 per day

User Characteristics

 Existing Conditions
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What kinds of activities trail users participate in largely determines 
what they will spend money on. A person walking may want bottled 
water, a person biking may want water and bike supplies. There is a 
definite market that caters to outdoor enthusiasts, trail users are no 
different. Now that it is known how many people use the trails and 
what they spend money on we should ask who they are, and what 
do they use the trail system for?

As shown in the chart above the largest user groups (66%) are those 
aged 46-65. This reflects the age group that uses the trail more for 
recreation than travel. In the future, emphasis should be given to the 
16-35 age groups. Younger people have an expectation for amenities 
in the community in which they live and work. An extensive multi-
use system that links neighborhoods to jobs and amenities will help 
the county retain and attract a more skilled workforce, which in 
turn will attract more business.

The majority of people (58.9%) using the current system use it for 
bicycling, with 21.4% walking and the remainder using it for activities 
like running and walking a pet. The survey indicates that 43% of these 
people only use the system a few times per year. The goal is to get more 
people using the system more often. Additional amenities geared towards 
fitness activities such as biking and walking will attract more people to 
the system. Other attractants such as restrooms, destinations,circuitry 
and continuity are covered in a later section.

Existing Conditions

Statistics taken from Bike Path Survey, Appendix A 9
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Existing Conditions

Trail Appearance

Trail maintenance, in this  case appearance, 
is vital to people’s perception of the safety 
of the trail (maintenance activities are 
covered later). Trail users perceive their 
surrounding mostly with their eyes. The 
survey questions, represented to the right, 
were aimed at gauging how comfortable 
people feel when using the trail.

 A visually well represented path plays to 
the psychology of the user. Dark paths 
with overhanging brush, dirty surfaces, and 
cracks in the surface are not welcoming. 
This may cause the user to develop a bad 
impression of the system as a whole. The 
opposite can also be true. Well-maintained, 
groomed, clean, and smooth paths can 
indicate to the user that these paths are 
well cared for. This impression can lead 
to more return users for commuting, 
recreation, and tourism.

10Statistics taken from Bike Path Survey, Appendix A
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Existing Conditions

Multi-Use Path Counts

LCATS began collecting multi-use path user count data for this project in March of 2012 and ended in September of 2012. Locations 
along the existing multi-use path were identified to be counted. TRAFx infrared counters were used to monitor these sections. The 
device is slightly larger than a deck of cards and uses an infrared beam to detect heat signatures of passing users. The TRAFx device 
is unable to sense the difference between animal and human traffic as it only measures heat. The device was programmed with a 
0.25sec delay, meaning that once the counter marks a target it resets itself in 0.25secs to take another count. Individuals walking 
exactly side-by-side may only be counted as one user. Although this is a drawback of the system, all other passive detection systems 
have the same deficiency making this one of the most reliable available.

LCATS staff developed a camouflaged lock box for the counters that are capable of being attached to trees or posts. Lock boxes were 
placed in the area of interest and covered with leaves, sticks or any other foliage that matched the surroundings to prevent theft. The 
spots that were counted were located on off-street dedicated use pathways. On-street paths cannot be counted with infrared sensors 
because the equipment cannot differentiate between automobiles and humans. 

11
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Each trail in the chart below is represented by title,a count location 
number in parenthesis (which corresponds to the count location on 
the following map), and the ADT for each section located in the bar.

Counts were taken starting on different days of the week, but always 
ran through a weekend. The count program started in March of 2013 
and ended in June of the same year. Originally the count program was 
to take 10 months but due to theft of the counters it had to terminate 
early. However, good counts were obtained from some of the highest 
density areas of the county.

Average Daily Travel (ADT) represents the number of users, on average 
that use the trail each day. After multiple days of counting the TRAFx 
software generates the ADT.  The highest usage being on the Panhandle 
and Black Hand Gorge trails and the lowest being on the T.J. Evans trail 
through Granville.

After the ADT’s for each section of counted trail are generated, the 
TRAFx software then generates a yearly projected travel model. 
The software multiplies the ADT by the number of days in a year, 
then applies seasonal adjustment factors to those figures.  While 
the extrapolation has limitations, this gives us the most reliable 
projection possible. 

Some sections of trail were counted on both the eastern and 
western ends; like the Panhandle trail. In order to project a yearly 
sum of total usage on the trail counted, these dual counted paths 
will be averaged together to give one average for the section. 
For example, Panhandle Trail East and Panhandle Trail West were 
averaged together indicating that 44,712 users were expected on 
that section of trail for the year. Once multiple count trails are 
averaged, all counted trails were added together to give an idea of 
how many trips take place each year. 

126,659 Trips per Year

Existing Conditions
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Existing Conditions

Education and Encouragement

Within the county there are a variety of education and encouragement 
programs that are designed to get more people on the trails safely. The 
Licking County Health Department hosts an annual event, Change Gears, that 
promotes these initiatives. Included in the event are helmet give aways to each 
participant, a safety course for young riders directed by local transportation 
planning staff and the City of Newark Police Department. Participants are 
also given a highlighted route in which they can ride or walk to showcase 
the multi-use paths. The event has been gaining in popularity over the four 
years it has been hosted.

Licking County Planning Commission

T-Shirts available. $5

The Octagon: 6:15
The Great Elipse: 7:15

The Great Circle: 8:00

Scan For More Info.

or

Register by calling 740-670-5200Beginning at Cherry Valley Elem. Parking Lot

6-9 P.M.

Visit Pre-historic Sites

The Great Circle

Free Admission

Scan to Register:

The Octagon

The Great Elipse

Narrative Tour Led by
Local Historical Interpreters

or

Narration Begins at

Bill and Pat Weaver

www.cyclickingtheearthworks.eventbrite.com

the Newark Earthworks

Wright Memorial

Friday, June 28th, 2013

In 2013, a new initiative, within the Licking County Planning 
Commission and the Licking County Area Transportation Study 
took shape. Planners realized that there was a need to unify 
work efforts happening on the trails and to promote the trails as 
a viable source of commuting and recreation; what took shape 
was “CycLicking”. With the dual goal of promoting the multi-use 
trail system and showing off the uniqueness of the county and 
it’s history, events began to take place. CycLicking participated 
in the Change Gears event hosted by the Health Department and 
hosted three informational/interpretive bike rides of its own. 
Feedback from the events was extremely positive and reached 
out to more than 300 participants. The CycLicking events will 
continue into the future.

13
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Existing Conditions

Crime

There are multiple schools of thought about whether or not 
multi-use paths create an opportunity for crime. Concerns of 
crime include assault, robbery, and drug activity. In an improperly 
constructed and controlled system a trail can certainly harbor 
criminal activity.  Utilizing what we understand about criminal 
activity and trail design, crime can be combated in several 
different ways:

•  Prohibit motor vehicle use on trails
•  Encourage trail use
•  Eliminate overgrown vegetation

•  Maintain long sight lines
•  Security lighting at trail heads and tunnels
•  Emergency vehicle access
•  Keep trail corridors clean and well maintained
•  Post trail rules at trail heads
•  Volunteer or professional patrols

Prohibiting vehicles from the trail separates the criminal from 
their main source of extract; it is much easier to put a television 
in a car than to carry it down a trail on foot. Encouraging trail use 
attracts desirable users to the trail who become invested therefor, 
placing more eyes on the trail and discouraging criminal activity. 
Eliminating overgrown vegetation and providing long sight-lines 
reduces the opportunity for hiding places. Most crime happens 
at night under the cover of darkness. Providing security lights 
at trail heads reduces the likelihood of muggings, robbery, and 
assault in areas where vehicles are. Providing emergency vehicle 
access advertises the fact that when a call for help is placed the 
appropriate responders have  quick access to the site.

Clean and well maintained trail corridors create community 
pride in the trail system. When pride is created this causes the 
community to look after and out for the trail. Trail rules posted at 
the trail heads states what is expected of each user. It lets possible 
violators know that certain activities will not be tolerated. Trail 
patrols, whether volunteer or professional, provide eyes of 
invested members on the trail. Criminal elements will be less 
likely to operate in the area if they know that it is being watched.

Some of these tactics are not in use on Licking County’s trails 
at the current time. Going forward, these tactics should be 
considered. Fortunately, the county and cities that lie within, do 
not experience problems with crime on the trails.

“It isn’t the fact that the bike path brought the trouble, that 
just happens to be where the issue occurred. Very few of the 
complaints were for actual crimes. The most significant is a 
robbery that happened in 2006 and if the bike path didn’t exist, 
the suspect would have just picked another location.                          
Since most of the bike paths in this area are on or next to railroad 
tracks, they certainly don’t enhance the criminal’s ability to move 
around the community any more than the tracks did. It would 
be impossible for us to show any significant increase in crime 
due to bike paths being developed in the area versus any other 
causative factors that affect crime rates.”

Several local Police Departments were asked this question: Do 
you have any data, over five years, that says bike paths create 
crime? The following are the collected responses.

~Captain Riley, Newark PD

“The only ‘crime’ I can recall is graffiti. But in general, we’ve 
never had an incident that caused us to direct resources to the 
bike path.”

~Chief Shepherd, Heath PD
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Chapter 2

Multi-Use Trial Connections

Going forward, transportation plans that focus on specific roadway corridors should be expected to consider the specific 
needs of pedestrian and bicycle traffic. The decision to not include such facilities should be the exception rather than the 
rule. This is especially true in denser populated areas. In these plans, pedestrian and bicycle access should be automatically 
integrated into the design. In so doing, the county is creating a more integrated transportation system. With a little foresight 
these plans can become reality as routine resurfacing, bridge replacement/reconstruction, and corridor reconstruction/
replacement take place. This may include the instance where these bike/pedestrian corridors do not connect to other multi-
use pathways, but rather has a terminus on either end. All multi-use systems begin with incremental improvements that 
eventually become part of the larger system.

This chapter highlights connections that can be made to the existing multi-use system over the next several years. The first 
section highlights “Off-Street connections” which are dedicated multi-use trails. These are the segments of connections that 
have the greatest impact on the greatest number of people. It has the added advantage of easily connecting neighborhoods 
with retail employment, services, schools, historical sites and parks.

The next section, titled “On-Street Connections”, highlights connections that share the roadways with vehicular traffic. Some 
connections can be put in place now with a small amount of striping, signing, and marking. Other sections should be looked 
at with an eye towards the future when resurfacing and improvements occur.

Consideration as to which proposed connections to highlight in the plan were made by weighing the Multi-Use Trail 
Public Survey (Appendix A), the Technical Review Survey (Appendix B), and the Licking County Planning Commission 
Survey (Appendix C) with each other. Alone, each survey recommends featuring some of the same connections as well 
as independently different connections. Although not all connections and trails are represented in the following section, 
Appendices A,B, and C list all that were considered. Connections do not have to happen in the order listed in this plan. If the 
opportunity presents itself on any of these sections, or sections not presented here, the initiative should be taken to act upon 
expanding the county’s multi-use path network.
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Licking county has about 60 miles of multi-
use path. These paths represent the areas in 
which there is interest in additional forms of 
transportation, exercise, and recreation. However, 
the paths tend to be fractured, and with few 
exceptions, are unconnected with each other and 
other population centers. Making the link between 
population centers would foster alternative modes 
of transportation and promote health, recreation, 
and trail town development.

Connection locations were chosen with input from 
a public survey (Appendix A), a technical review 
survey (Appendix B) and a Planning Commission 
survey (Appendix C). Certain criteria were kept 
in mind when formulating thoughts about what 
is good for an area, invluding: distance in relation 
to existing path, population density, positive 
neighborhood impact, connection of populace 
to amenities, economic development, safety, 
recreation, and future recreational development 
opportunities.

The following pages list the recommended off-
street dedicated use connections and on-street 
shared paths in numerical order, as to which was 
rated the highest. These connections afford the 
greatest benefit to the populations that they serve. 
Some of these connections can be completed soon, 
while others may require more planning. Thought 
should always be given towards the opportunistic 
planning approach. That is, when the opportunity 
arises to develop a path it should be taken.

Proposed Off-Street Connections

Overview of County off-street dedicated use system.

Multi-Use Trails
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1 Riverview Preserve to Black Hand Gorge

The Black Hand Gorge Trail has long been one of the favorite trails as well as possibly the most historic trail. The trail runs through Black hand 
Gorge where the famous “black hand” petroglyph, of the Hopewell people,  once adorned the gorge’s walls. It is theorized that the hand was 
used for a way-finding device or to alert incoming travelers that this was a place of peace. 

In October of 2013, Black Hand Gorge was re-opened to the public after a 4.2 mile repaving job. This resurrected the trail from one of roots and 
bumps to a near perfect condition. Repaving breathed life back into the old trail giving it another 20-30 years of expected usage. With renewed 
life comes renewed interest in connecting Black Hand Gorge to a longer system of trails. 
From the Black Hand Gorge trail head off of Brownsville Rd, the connection can be made. Continuing due west of the trail head is the old rail 
bed, the same rail bed Black Hand Gorge Trail was constructed upon. This rail bed continues in Newark crossing parcels owned by the City of 
Newark, the Board of Commissioners, Licking County Parks, and the Army Corp. of Engineers. Only a small section at the trail head and a small 
section paralleling the river from Cedar St. to the connection at Riverview Preserve are owned by private individuals. With so much right-of-way 
in place this is a logical choice for a trail extension/connection.

Multi-Use Trails
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This connection has been considered by the city of Heath and others for a while. It would make a connection to the end of the current trail 
system where it terminates at West Main Street. It would then travel south down Coffman Rd, turn right onto Faye Dr, then a quick left onto 
Keller Dr. From Keller it will continue south eventually crossing over and onto Irvingwick where it meets another terminus of the current 
system.
This proposed connection has the advantage of being located near the Port Authority. This area is one of the largest places of employment in the 
county. It houses numerous major national manufacturing companies. This trail would afford approximately 1,200 employees of the area with the 
option for additional means of transportation. These types of connections also become valuable when trying to retain and attract employees. More 
and more, younger and skilled employees are looking for the type of amenity that this connection provides. Another outcome of this trail will be that 
it provides a tremendous amount of circuitry when looked at as a whole later in this chapter.

2 West Main to Irvingwick

Multi-Use Trails

18

DRAFT



The next section of trail development has the potential to give 
thousands of residents access to trail amenities that they have never 
experienced before.

The eastern end of the T.J. Evans trail terminates south of the Licking 
County YMCA at White Field. Currently, to make the connections 
with Heath and other city centers a user must not only use on-street 
paths but make their way through the streets of the city. Connecting 
the eastern end of the T.J.Evans trail to the proposed end section 
along Raccoon creek (listed under section 4), then continuing to 
the South Fork of the Licking River would provide a trail from U.S. 
40 through Heath and Newark all the way to the trails end on the 
western side of the county in Johnstown.

When considering this trail for implementation a couple of obstacles 
become apparent. Road crossings are the biggest concern. The major 
crossings are at 11th St,  Main street, Jefferson St and Wilson St. These 
four crossings pose the greatest safety consideration to riders. All 
four intersections will have to be street grade crossings. Motorist 
pressure can be on riders by installing simple crossing lights  and 
signage.

The last safety consideration for this section will be crossing under 
the rail road tracks. Raccoon Dr. narrows to a one lane underpass at 
this point, not allowing enough room for a bike path. A cantilevered 
bridge over the river will remedy this problem. Although this can be 
expensive, it does allow for an interesting design element.  After the 
trail passes under the bridge it opens up into a small area, an area 
that can be transformed into a riverside park.

This one mile connector also has the added advantage of bordering 
an extremely important prehistoric site in Licking County and the 
world; The Great Ellipse. The development of a pocket park along 
Raccoon Creek at the junction of this trail and the following proposed 
section; Hopewell-Forry-Raccoon Creek is an added potential feature.

In December of 2011, the State of Ohio identified properties due west 
and north of the park, outlined in red, as a brownfield site. Although 
the proposed park location does not cross into the brownfield site it 
is adjacent to it. This provides an opportunity for the city to invest in 
the health, image, and service of a community that has traditionally 
been under served.

At the pocket park site was buried some of their most important 
tribal and cultural leaders, as evidenced by the artifacts that have 
been found there, such as the Wray Figurine.

3 White Field to Raccoon Creek

Map Depicting route from White’s Field to Raccoon Creek.

Multi-Use Trails

19

DRAFT



Upon exiting the existing multi-use trail that travels the 
southern side of White Field, the user must cross 11th St. and 
proceed up an alley to intersect Western Ave. This avenue 
presents a special opportunity for the city of Newark, and the 
county. A different type of bike path, called a green lane or 
cycle track, can be installed here. This is a dedicated bike lane 
where the asphalt is painted with a special color to demarcate 
it from vehicular travel lanes. Western Ave. and the alley leading 
to Main St. (below in green) are all wide enough to allow for 
installation of such a lane. On-street parking can be maintained 
because the functional width of the street is not decreased, 
as shown to the right. Vehicles parked on the street benefit 
the green lane by acting as a barrier for trail users. The biggest 
challenge is getting people used to not parking in the green 
lane.

Current condition of 
Western Ave.

Proposed Green Lane

Multi-Use Trails
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The railroad underpass on Raccoon Dr. poses a unique challenge. 
As pictured below, the challenge is to get the bike path under the 
railroad tracks on an already narrow street. The uniqueness of 
this underpass allows for design elements not found anywhere 
else on the trail system.

Since the road cannot be widened and tunneling under the 
railroad would be costly, the remaining option would be for a 
bridge. A bridge that is cantilevered off of the existing roadway 
would allow the user to pass safely off of the road while offering 
the unique experience of riding over water as pictured in the 
Aspen Colorado bridge. Similarly, a bridge built on post and 
pillars, like the Ft. Wayne Riverview Bridge shown here,  would 
allow for the same experience.

Current condition of Raccoon Creek underpass

Ft. Wayne Riverview Bridge
Aspen Colorado

Multi-Use Trails
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Proposed park space with multi-use trail through it

Current condition of proposed park land

After exiting the bridge underpass the adjacent land to Raccoon Dr. 
widens. The current condition of such valuable river front property 
(pictured right) is not ideal. There is an impromptu road that has 
been driven into the earth here. Along the small clump of trees is 
litter, old sofas, chairs and mattresses. This land can be cleaned up 
and transformed into a riverside park. Additionally, this also allows 
for the option of recreation facilities such as a boat or canoe launch 
as it is not far from where Raccoon Creek joins the Licking River. 
This is a cultural and scenic section of the proposed trail.

Current Condition

Proposed

Multi-Use Trails
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4 Hopewell Drive-Forry Street-Raccoon Creek

Multi-Use Trails

The Buckeye Scenic Trail runs north from U.S. 40 through Heath on an old rail bed and ends at Hopewell Dr.  An extension of this trail northward 
to Raccoon Creek would connect the southeast side of Newark with the northeast side of Heath. The T.J. Evans Foundation currently owns  
land along the old rail from Hopewell Drive to Seneca Drive with rail bed already in place, it is reasonable to expect that this section of trail 
extension can be converted easily. The second leg of this extension from Seneca Drive to Raccoon Creek will require the purchase of the old 
rail bed for right-of-way. After that, the paving of this section should follow along the lines of the previous and be relatively easy to complete. 
There is a bridge spanning the river already in place. Upon inspection, the bridge appears to be in excellent condition. This will completely join 
and form a connection from section 3 (White Field to Raccoon Creek), creating greater circuitry along the trail system.
While this area is generally considered economically depressed, a multi-use trail will offer the possibility of investment. It will also allow the 
residents of this area an alternative means of travel thereby reducing travel costs to amenities they need, and also provide another form of 
recreation and exercise that they may not have been able to participate in before.
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As shown in the following pictures, the physical 
structure of the tracks and bridge fit perfectly into 
the design of a rail trail. The tracks are no longer fit for 
use and the bridge is structurally sound.

All functional elements of the bridge seem to be in good shape. Both the substructure 
and superstructure are in good condition. There is no movement or displacement 
in the abutments. There is no section loss and minimal corrosion in the steel. The 
decking is sound and has recently been replaced.Dilapidated tracks.

Multi-Use Trails
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This section from Forry Street to Raccoon Creek offers 
exceptional potential for a multi-use trail. The terrain 
is already at grade because of the railroad. Tracks and 
ties will have to be removed which will reveal a solid 
base that is ready to accept a paved trail surface.

Along this trail the user is offered a vista of the historic 
Licking County Courthouse. Bordering the trail 
is a tree farm to the east and wooded area along a 
neighborhood to the west. The abandoned tracks are 
already being used as travel lanes to Newark as can be 
seen below.

A bridge is sometimes cause for concern. In this case 
the bridge appears structurally sound with no glaring 
imperfections. It can be used as is with a trail surface 
and affords the user an opportunity for excellent 
views of Raccoon Creek.

Multi-Use Trails
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The next phase of trail development continues to build upon the 
trails developed in the previous two segments. It aims to expand on 
current infrastructure work being performed by the City of Newark. 
Recent storm water sewer updates have left enough right-of-way 
and hard packed base that it should be relatively easy to obtain an 
easement on the property then pave over top of it. The city of Newark 
has already expressed support for this idea as this trail acts as a cap to 
keep current storm water updates in place.

Where Hopewell-Forry-Raccoon Creek left off, at the South Fork of 
the Licking River, this section will pick up and head east towards 
the Licking River. As this section winds along the South Fork of the 
Licking River there are multiple opportunities for future recreational 
development. The trail will border several parks and offer the 
opportunity for the installation of future river access points. A large 
portion of the southeastern Newark community will be served by this 
path. This is a section of town that is considered low income and will 
be served well by alternative means of transportation and recreation. 
This proposed section of trail will meet up with recommendation 1, 
Riverview Preserve to Black Hand Gorge, and provides many additional 
miles of riding and walking.

5 Newark Sewer Project to Riverview Preserve

Multi-Use Trails
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This segment  will need to cross the confluence of the 
South Fork and North Fork of the Licking River. There 
are two options for crossing the river; utilize the existing 
Ohio Street bridge or build a dedicated use bridge across 
the river. Once across the river, the trail will connect 
with the current multi-use trail that will lead to the City 
of Newark’s designated on-street system. From there it 
connects to the T.J. Evans dedicated off-street multi-use 
trail leading as far east as Hanover.
The neighborhood that this trail serves has been 
transportationally under-served. The neighborhood has 
one road in and out that is serviced by the Ohio Avenue 
bridge. In a flood event, the bridge could be rendered 
inoperable. This is the reason that the current multi-
use trail was installed. By adding an additional trail the 
possibility of another evacuation route is added and it 
has the added benefit of connecting the surrounding 
neighborhood to parks, the south side of Newark and 
the city of Heath.

Ohio street is the only road accessing this neighborhood.

Aerial demonstrating options for increased access

This connection requires a river crossing. There is already 
a bridge in place on Ohio Avenue (low traffic volume) 
which would allow for on-street crossing (option 1). 
However, many people feel uncomfortable and unsafe 
crossing on bridges. The addition of a multi-use crossing 
would allow those that are uncomfortable to cross on 
a dedicated multi-use bridge. Plus it has the added 
advantage of adding an ingress and egress option. Both 
connections would be less than .2 miles.

Multi-Use Trails
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an EMS ingress/egress point to the neighborhood. A multi-
use trail option should be included as part of a bridge 
replacement plan for the Ohio Avenue structure.
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Proposed On-Street Connections

On-Street connections deal with connections that require the striping, marking, and signing of sections of roadway deemed suitable 
for bicycle traffic. Some suggested on-street trails may be able to be in place now, while others should be looked at as resurfacing 
occurs. There are connections that are proposed in this section that could also lead to other transportation choices. Although out of 
the scope of this plan, any on-street connections should be evaluated for the possibility of adding bus stops where the paths cross 
sidewalks or other nodes.

When dealing with on-street connections, the same goals and priorities as off-street connections are still at the forefront. Items such 
as community value, greater access to recreation, alternative transportation, and health are still heavily weighted. However, on-street 
plans also takes into account the safety of multi-use trail users as they will be sharing the street with automobiles. Attention was 
given to the Indianapolis Cultural Trail (ICT) as an example of a great on-street system. Some of the design systems of the ICT include 
intergration of the of the paths into the streetscape, paver treatments, signage packages, bioswales to help control water run-off, 
public art, and a section of trail dedicated to local and national figures. Some, if not all, of the county’s proposed on-street system can 
be created with the kinds of treatments of the ICT, which has gained national and international accolades.

With on-street connections, most of them connect population centers with other populations or amenities. It also gives Licking 
County the ability to extend its multi-use system to the far parts of the county. Because the county lies due east of Columbus it has 
become a favorite destination for Columbus bicycle enthusists. According to a Licking County survey titled ‘Licking County Bike Path 
Survey’  (Appendix A), 34% of all riders using the trail system are from outside of Licking County. It is reasonable to expect that as 
more long distance connections are made more people from out of town will use the trail system. As previously stated, on average, 
each trail user spends $11.48/day on items such as drinks, water, and food. The average trail participant also spends an average of 
$775/year on equipment and supplies such as bicycles, clothing, shoes and accessories. An increase in demand for Licking County’s 
multi-use system outside of the county will create an economic impact that will be beneficial for all of the county’s citizens.
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1 USBR 50 Old 161
United States Bike Route 50 (USBR 50) is an initiative by the American Association of State Highway Professionals (AASHTO) to improve 
transportation alternatives. USBR 50 spans the country from east to west, a rider can travel from San Francisco to Washington D.C. Currently 
USBR 50 is in phase two of development which means that the State of Ohio and AASHTO have officially designated the route. Phase three 
is the final phase which starts the signing and marking process. It is important to realize the desire for this trail as it will take federal, state, 
and local cooperation to finalize the route. Of the 425 respondents to the public survey (Appendix A), 57.5% found this trail to be important 
to very important (i.e. 4 or 5 on the rating scale).

The route crosses Licking County east to west through the entirety of the county. On the eastern side the route enters the county on Marne Rd and 
quickly heads onto the T.J. Evans Panhandle Trail. It then proceeds into Newark utilizing the On-Street system of paths, then picks up the T.J. Evans 
trail at the YMCA. Heading westward the T.J. Evans Trail carries the rider to Moots Run Rd and onto Old SR 161. Utilizing Old SR 161, a user exits 
the county on the western side and proceeds into Franklin County.

Multi-Use Trails
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2 Johnstown to Knox County

There is a desire to connect Licking County with 
Knox County. When looking at the responses to the 
on-road paths in the public survey (Appendix A), 
it is interesting to note that only three paths were 
rated over the 50 % mark in the important to very 
important marks (i.e. 4 or 5 on the rating); one of 
them being Johnstown to Knox County (62.4%).

Knox County has some of the best paths in 
central Ohio. In turn, access to Knox’s system will 
make Licking County’s paths just as valuable and 
desirable. At the north-western corner of Licking 
County,  Knox County plans to create another link 
in their multi-use system that crosses the north-
western tip of Licking County’s border. When this 
link is created Licking County should already have 
the Johnstown-Knox County connector in place 
and ready to connect to Knox’s new extension. 
The reason for this is that by connecting to Knox’s 
system it will allow users to not only access Knox’s 
system, and Knox Licking County’s, but will also 
provide access to the Ohio to Erie Trail. The Ohio 
to Erie Trail spans the state from Cincinnati to 
Cleveland providing hundreds of extra riding 
miles.

Multi-Use Trails
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The basic foundations of a trail are already in 
place. Bicyclists are already using Croton Road 
to make their way to Knox County. What is need 
to make this path safer and more enjoyable is a 
dedicated bike lane that seperates bicycle traffic 
from automobile traffic.
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3 Johnstown to New Albany

A Johnstown to New Albany connector has the potential to connect large numbers of people with retail and jobs. As discovered during 
the technical review process held on February 11, 2014, New Albany plans commercial development of about1,000 acres north of route 
161 bordering Licking County. Connecting the new development with Johnstown offers the opportunity for improvements to both areas. 
This connection would also allow Licking County to connect with New Albany’s current multi-use infrastructure; providing users with 
additional riding mileage and connections. The installation of bike lanes and marking would allow this connection to become reality.

Multi-Use Trails
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4 King Avenue to T.J. Evans Recreational Field

This small connection accomplishes several things that are vital to a good multi-use network. It connects the terminal ends of two different 
paths creating circuitry, which according to the public survey (Appendix A) 52.7% thought connecting existing trails to be the most 
important. This trail also extends northward through a dense residential section of the city with several schools. This provides school aged 
children alternative ways to school and also has the added benefit of additional exercise. In the same respect it allows those living in the 
area alternative means of transportation and additional exercise opportunities which may not have been present before.

Multi-Use Trails

Originally this connection comprised two separate sections of proposed trail; Moull Street to Baker Street and the King Avenue 
connection. The Mulit-Use Trail Survey (Appendix A) revealed that the Moull-Baker connector was one of the top five most desired trails. 
However, the Moull-Baker connector failed to connect to a logical terminus on the south end. The decision was made to incorporate the 
King Street connector into this recommendation, becoming the King Street to T.J. Evans Recreational Field connector. 
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5 High Street in Hanover

Through the desire to create a safer way for their children to get to school, visit friends, and travel the neighborhood, the Village of 
Hanover applied for, and was awarded, Safe Routes to School money. Their plan is to improve sidewalks and add multi-use paths. It is 
suggested that the village fill in any gaps between the proposed multi-use trails, and connect their additions to the T.J. Evans Panhandle 
Trail. Hanover lies directly off of the trail, so the potential for Hanover to capture trail monies and become a trail town greatly increase 
if the village ties into the existing system. Creating circuitry and accessibility in this way complies with the major goals of this plan and 
increases the mobility of Hanover’s residents.

Multi-Use Trails
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Total On-Street and Off-Street Proposed System
Map showing how proposed  on and off-street trails (dark blue) 
link to and create circuitry with existing paths 
(light blue).

Multi-Use Trails
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Chapter 3

Facilities and Amenities

This chapter explores the options for trail facilities and amenities. It identifies how they can be useful and why they should 
be integrated into everyday trail design. The term ‘facilities’ as used here is to explain the things that users often expect: 
parking, potable water and restrooms. “Amenities’ is used to describe all of the extra ‘goodies’ that trail users would like to 
see: concessions, bike shops, points of interest and other perks of the trail that can make a ride more enjoyable.

Licking County boasts a wide range of trails including those of a rural nature and those of an urban presence. On these trails 
a participant can find different types of facilities and amenities. The T.J. Evans trail, beginning in Johnstown, boasts a newly 
designed parking area to accommodate trail users. The Panhandle Trail, east of Newark has no discernible trail head or parking 
areas at either end. Black Hand Gorge Trail only offers restrooms at one end and throughout the whole system a user would 
be hard pressed to find potable water and restrooms at regular intervals.
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Facilities and Amenities
Access Points

In the county the majority of multi-use paths are used by bicycles 
predominantly and pedestrians second. Therefore most pathways 
are designed with these groups in mind. It is true that a nice parking 
area at the trail head provides easy access to the path.  Either end 
of each trail should have a designated parking area. When new 
trails are built they should be included as part of the design. As the 
opportunities arise, trails in place should be updated to include 
such facilities.

Curb ramps and other accessible features should be provided at shared-use 
path access points.

Consideration for users with disabilities must also be given when 
designing a trail head. Handicapped parking should be provided as 
well as an accessible path or ramp to the trail at an acceptable grade. 
It should be considered that wherever a bicycle or pedestrian can 
enter or exit the path then so should a person with a disability with 
little effort. The diagram below, taken from the Federal Highway 
Administration’s: Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, 
demonstrates the proper design.

When considering those with disabilities and trail design the trail 
leading to the multi-use path is a very important design consideration. 
As shown in the diagram above if the grade is too steep then 
individuals in wheelchairs may not be able to overcome the incline 
and access the trail. The diagram below shows a corrected condition 
in which the user can easily access the trail. When designing new 
paths and reconstructing old ones, access considerations must be 
taken into account.

Drawing Credit: Federal Highway Administration

Drawing Credit: Federal Highway Administration

Correct access grade.

Incorrect access grade.
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Facilities and Amenities

Surface Finishes
The condition of a surface dictates how well it functions to the 
users needs. Importantly, it also dictates how easily it allows a 
person with a disability to travel along the path.  The condition 
of the path is determined by a variety of factors including: 

•  Surface Material;

•  Surface Firmness and Stability;
•  Slip-Resistance;

•  Changes in Level; 
•  Size and Design of Surface Openings; and

Surface Material
Most paths in the county are paved asphalt. However, there are 
a number of other options like concrete, crushed stone and 
aggregate that can be used. The surface material of the shared 
use path has a great impact on which user groups can utilize the 
path. Since bicyclists and pedestrians are the main users of the 
path, it makes sense that smooth surfaced asphalt and concrete 
should be the material of choice. Rough surfaces such as crushed 
stone slow bicyclists down, make in-line skating impossible and 
do not allow for the inclusion of those in wheelchairs. Paved 
surfaces should also be considered for areas that are prone 
to flooding, have poor drainage, steep inclines and where the 
general population of users are bicyclists.

Firmness, Stability and Slip Resistance

Firmness, stability and slip-resistance of the surface affects 
all users but is particularly important to those using mobility 
devices such as wheel chairs, canes, crutches and walkers.  The 
definition, as provided by the Federal Highway Administration,  
of the three are:

• Firmness is the degree to which a surface resists deformation by 
indentation when a person walks or wheels across it. A firm surface 
would not compress significantly under the forces exerted as a 
person walks or wheels on it. 

• Stability is the degree to which a surface remains unchanged by 
contaminants or applied force so that when the contaminant or 
force is removed, the surface returns to its original condition. A 
stable surface would not be significantly altered by a person walking 
or maneuvering a wheelchair on it. 

• Slip resistance is based on the frictional force necessary to permit 
a person to ambulate without slipping. A slip resistant surface does 
not allow a shoe heel, wheelchair tires, or a crutch tip to slip when 
ambulating on the surface.

When the conditions are dry most concrete and asphalt surfaces are 
slip-resistant. The design of slip-resistant surfaces should be considered 
as in the condition of the surface always being wet. Brushed concrete 
offers tremendous advantages in traction for all users, but asphalt can 
also be slip-resistant depending upon the type of aggregate used.

Changes in Level

Changes in level are caused by the vertical change between two adjacent 
surfaces. Some examples include the transition between the path and a 
bridge, cracks caused by freezing and thawing and changes in ground 
surface elevations.

Changes in level can affect those who have difficulty in lifting their feet, 
or for those who are visually impaired it may cause a tripping hazard. 
Catching a wheel, or having one slip off, on a change of level can easily 
tip one of the devices over. Minimizing or reducing changes in level will 
make the shared use path much safer for all users.

• Grade and Cross Slope
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“Vertical changes in level on shared use paths should not exceed 6.4 
mm (0.25 in). A bevel should be applied to changes in level between 
6.4 mm (0.25 in) and 13 mm (0.5 in)” Federal Highway Administra-
tion: Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access.

Size and Design of Surface Openings

Openings are spaces, holes or gaps in the surface area of the 
treadway. On multi-use paths openings are usually constructed such 
as drainage grates and the gaps between boards or a bridge deck for 
the drainage of water. Another example of an opening is a flangeway 
gap at a railroad crossing.

Grade

Attempts must be made to locate openings outside of the shared 
use pathway. Drainage grates should be located well off of the path 
as they have a tendency to catch bicycle wheels and could throw 
the rider. Wheelchairs, walkers, canes and in-line skates could all get 
caught in improperly placed grates.

While placing a grate in a multi-use path cannot be avoided, the 
Federal Highway Administration guidebook titled:‘Designing 
Sidewalks and Trails for Access’ recommends these guidelines:

• Opening Width - The size of the open space should not permit a 
13 mm (0.5 in) diameter sphere to pass through the opening. If a 
wider gap is unavoidable because of existing design constraints, 
it may be acceptable to extend the width to a maximum of 19 
mm (0.75 in); and 

• Opening Orientation - If the open space is elongated, it must 
be oriented so that the long dimension is perpendicular to the 
dominant direction of travel.

Steep grades are particularly hard for mobility impaired users to 
negotiate. Wheelchair users may travel very rapidly downhill and 
slowly uphill. Short steep grades and long not as steep grades can tire 
a wheelchair user out just the same. Resting opportunities should be 
provided for users when the grade poses the chance to tire a user. 
In general, grades on multi-use paths should not exceed 5% and the 
most gradual grade should be used when at all possible.

The Federal Highway Administration guidebook titled:‘Designing 
Sidewalks and Trails for Access’ makes the following suggestions:
“If steeper segments are incorporated into the shared-use path, the 
total running grade that exceeds 8.33 percent should be less than 
30 percent of the total trail length. In addition, it is essential that the 
lengths of the steep sections are minimized and are free of other 
access barriers. Negotiating a steep grade requires considerable 
effort. Users should not be required to exert additional energy to 
simultaneously deal with other factors, such as steep cross slopes 
and change in vertical levels. When designing maximum grade 
segments, the following recommendations should be used: “
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• 8.3 percent for a maximum of 61.0 m (200 ft);
• 10 Percent for a maximum of 9.14 m (30 ft); and
• 12.5 percent for a maximum of 3.05 m (10 ft).

Facilities and Amenities

Near the top and bottom of the maximum grade segments, the grade 
should gradually transition to less than 5 percent. In addition, rest 
intervals should be provided within 7.6 m (25 ft) of the top and 
bottom of a maximum grade segment. Rest intervals may be located 
on the shared-use path but should ideally be located adjacent to the 
path for the safety of all users (see Section 14.5.2). Well-designed rest 
intervals should have the following characteristics: 
• Grades that do not exceed 5 percent; 
• Cross slopes on paved surfaces that do not exceed 2 percent 

and cross slopes on non-paved surfaces that do not exceed 5 
percent;

• A firm and stable surface; 
• A width equal to or greater than the width of the path segment 

leading to and from the rest interval;
• A minimum length of 1.525 m (60 in); and
• A minimum change of grade and cross slope on the segment 

connecting the rest interval with the shared-use path.

Credit FHWA
Frequent rest areas that include benches and wheelchair spaces provide relief from prevailing grades.

Cross Slope and Drainage
When compounded with steep grades or with surfaces that are 
not firm and stable, cross slopes are particularly dangerous for 
wheelchair users. Cross slopes can also cause individuals to veer to 
the downhill side and cause users with crutches to stumble and fall.

Some cross slope is necessary to drain water from the pathway. 
Designers must consider and balance the need for cross slopes and 
the negative effect it has on trail users. According to the Federal 
Highway Administration a cross slope of 2% is adequate for concrete 
and asphalt surfaces. For non-paved surfaces such as aggregate, a 
slope of 5% is sufficient.

Path Width
The width of a shared-use path affects usability and the types of 
participants that use the path. For example: an in-line skater uses a 
foot motion that is lateral to generate power. The stride of this skater 
will be wider than the gait of a pedestrian. If the activities taking 
place on the path are not accounted for then a whole group of users 
may be alienated from participation.

The Federal Highway Administration recommends: “The tread of a 
shared-use path should be at least 3.05 m (10 ft) wide. A minimum of 
2.44 m (8 ft) may be used on shared-use paths that will have limited 
use. Shared use paths should also have graded areas at least 610 mm 
(2 ft) on either side of the path. On shared-use paths with heavy 
volumes of users, tread width should be increased to a range from 
3.66 m to 4.27 m (12 ft to 14 ft)”:Designing Sidewalks and Trails for 
Access.

On average Licking County’s path width 
is ten foot. This width works well.
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Protruding Objects

Protruding objects are defined as anything that overhangs or 
protrudes into the shared use pathway, whether it touches the 
surface or not.
Examples of protruding objects include light posts, tree limbs, 
poorly maintained vegetation and signs.
Guide dogs, for those with vision impairments, can detect objects 
protruding in the pathway up to 80 inches tall. Objects greater than 
80 inches tend to go unnoticed because most users require less than 
80 inches of vertical clearance.  People with vision impairments who 
use long white canes can usually detect objects up to 27 inches in 
height. However, the area between 27 inches and 80 inches may go 
unnoticed as the cane often does not go that high. The user may not 
notice an object greater than 27 inches off of the ground and run 
into it.

•  Keep tread portion of path clear of protrusions.

•  Vertical clearance should be maintained at 8ft to accommodate 
users such as bicyclists.

•  In areas where emergency vehicles access the path vertical 
clearance should be maintained higher than 8ft.

•  Where an underpass such as a tunnel is used, a vertical clearance 
of 10ft should be maintained.

Railings

Curbs are not recommended on shared-use paths because of 
bicyclists. If edge protection is needed it should take the form of a 
railing. The minimum height of a railing on a shared-use path should 
be 42 inches. In some cases it may be prudent to include a handrail 
with gripping surfaces for pedestrians. If a handrail is used it should 
conform to the specifications in the Americans with Disabilities Act 
Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG) section 4.26.

Signs

Signs that clearly state the path conditions are necessary to enhance 
access. Signs should be easy to understand with limited text and 
graphics that can be interpreted by all users. Providing objective 
information about shared-use paths will allow users to assess their 
own interests, skill level and to assess whether a shared-use path 
provides them access.

The Federal Highway Administration recommends providing 
information on shared-use path conditions for the following reasons:

• Users are less likely to find themselves in unsafe situations if 
they understand the demands of the shared-use path before 
beginning;

• Frustration is reduced and people are less likely to have to turn 
around on a shared-use path because they can identify impassible 
situations, such as steep grades, before they begin;

• Users can select shared-use paths that meet their skill level and 
desired experience;

• The level of satisfaction increases because the user is able to 
select a shared-use path that meets his or her expectations; and

• If more difficult conditions will be encountered, users can 
prepare for the skill level and equipment required.

It is preferable to list the objective information about the path 
(grade, cross-slope, width, surface, obstacles) rather than subjective 
difficulty rating (easy, moderate, hard). Subjective ratings of 
difficulty typically represent the perceptions of the person making 
the assessment, the ratings cannot be accurate for all users of the 
shared-use path system. Those with impairments are likely to have 
different perceptions of difficulty levels. 
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Currently, Licking County Parks District is designing new signage for 
their portions of the trail system. This will allow continuity in signage 
on these parts of the trail. It is recommended that other entities 
responsible for sections of the trail match their signage to the Parks 
Department. This will create less confusion along the trail and let 
users know this is a cohesive system.

Along with a new signage convention it is recommended that street 
names are labeled where they cross the multi-use path. This will allow 
the user to know where he/she is at all times making navigation 
easier. It is also recommended that a naming and numbering system 
be created that is consistent throughout the whole path system. 
Currently, there are multiple mileage markings on the path system 
that do not match. This can lead to confusion as to exactly where on 
the path a user is located.

Facilities and Amenities

The format of the signage should conform to the policy of 
the management agency. In the case of Licking County, the 
signs should be cohesive throughout the county even though 
different agencies are responsible for the management of 
different sections. It may be appropriate to post some signage 
in braille or audio format on a website. Simplified text and 
universal graphics that can be understood by anyone should be 
considered for those with reading disabilities.
The type and extent of information that the sign displays 
depends largely on what the shared-use path is designed for. The 
Federal Highway Administration recommends this information 
be displayed on signage: 

• Shared-use path name;

• Path length;

• Permitted users;

• Change in elevation over the total length and maximum 
elevation obtained;

• Average running grade and maximum grades that will be 
encountered;

• Average and maximum cross slopes;

• Average tread width and minimum clear width;

• Type of surface; and

• Firmness, stability, and slip resistance of surface.

The manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices, published by the 
Federal Highway Administration, has guidelines for signage types 
and placement that should be used for all signs. Below are examples 
of signage approved by FHWA that are applicable to Licking County.
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Many of the maintenance strategies listed in this chapter come from the American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials manual titled ‘Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities’ ,2012, 4th ed. Chapter 7 Maintenance 
and Operations.

Chapter 4

Maintenance and Operations

Much like roadways designed for automobiles, multi-use paths are subject to surface deterioration and debris accumulation, and 
need maintenance to function properly. Improperly maintained pathways may become unusable to cyclists and pedestrians, 
and may even cause a safety hazard.

A suitable surface for automobile traffic does not equal a suitable surface for bike or pedestrian activity. Longitudinal cracks 
in the pathway can divert a bicycle wheel. Gravel collects in bike lanes from passing automobiles making the lane slippery. 
Small rocks and sticks collect on paths making them a fall hazard. When bike wheels fall into potholes there is the possibility 
of bending a rim therefore leading to a spill. Leaves can hide potholes and branches as well as making the path slick.

The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) recommends that. “ A bikeway maintenance 
program is needed so that facilities are adequately maintained. Sufficient funds should be budgeted to accomplish the needed 
tasks. Neighboring jurisdictions can consider joint programs for greater efficiency and reduced costs.  The program should 
establish maintenance standards and a schedule for inspections and maintenance activities” (Sec.7-1 through  7.2).
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Debris Removal

Cyclists and pedestrians often avoid paths and shoulders that have a 
significant accumulation of litter. Gravel, broken glass and other debris 
create a hazard environment for users. Regularly scheduled sweeping 
should be performed in any area identified as having such problems.

• Establish a sweeping schedule. This may involve more debris 
removal seasonally, and also should include periodic inspection 
particularly in areas along roadways, that experience flooding 
and that have a high instance of vandalism.

 Cracks, potholes, bumps, and other surface defects can degrade 
biking and pedestrian conditions. The following recommendations 
apply:

•  Remove debris in curved sections with maintenance vehicles 
that pick up debris instead of sweeping it to another location 
on the roadway.

•  Require parties responsible for the debris to contain it; for 
example, require tarps on trucks loaded with gravel. Require 
tow vehicle operators to remove glass after crashes, and 
require contractors to clean up daily after construction.

Surface Repairs

•  Inspect pathways regularly for surface imperfections; after 
noticing or receiving indication of a surface imperfection, 
repairs should be made promptly.

•  Establish a process that enables the responsible agency to 
respond to complaints in a timely manner.

•  Prevent the edge of a surface repair from running longitudinally 
through the surface; this prevents bike wheels from being 
diverted.

•  Perform preventive maintenance periodically, such as keeping 
drains clear and eliminating invasive tree roots.

• Sweep a project area after repairs.

•  Reduce long-term maintenance needs by building pathways to 
a high pavement standard so that they last a long time without 
needing significant maintenance or repairs.

Vegetation
Vegetation encroaching into the pathway can impede, dissuade, 
and make it impassable for users. Bicyclists should be visible to 
approaching motorists, adequate site distances should be maintained 
at driveways and intersections.

•  Cut back vegetation to prevent encroachment.

•  Cut back intrusive tree roots to prevent surface break-up, and 
install root barriers where appropriate.

•  Adopt local ordinances that require adjacent land owners to 
control vegetation and/or allow local authorities to control 
vegetation that originates from private property.

Signs and Markings

New bike-way signs and markings are highly visible, but over time as 
the sign ages it may fall into disrepair and become hard to see. Signs 
and markings should be kept in a reliable condition, including those 
directed at motorists.

•  Inspect signs and marking regularly, including retro-reflectivity 
at night.

•  Replace defective or damaged signs as soon as possible.

•  Replace symbol markings as needed; in high-use areas, symbol 
markings may need replacement more than once in a year.

• Place street name markings on the trail where it intersects 
streets. Beneficial for route maintenance and wayfinding.

 Trail Maintenance and Operations
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Drainage facilities often deteriorate over time. Catch basins may 
need to be adjusted in height or replaced to improve drainage. A 
bicycle compatible drainage grate flush with the pavement reduces 
jarring that may otherwise cause loss of control. In places where low 
spots on the trail catch water, trail surfaces should be built up or drainage 
constructed to carry water away. Some trail drainage can be achieved 
through the proper edging of trails. If trail drainage is corrected near 
steep slopes, the possibility of erosion must be considered.

•  Reset catch basin grates flush with pavement

•  Modify or replace deficient drainage grates with bicycle 
compatible grates. Policy should be implemented to replace 
these grates during resurfacing.

•  Repair or replace faulty drainage where water backs up in 
the gutter.

•  Low spots in paths should be built up or drainage should be 
constructed to carry water away.

•  Maintain consistent trail edging where uphill slopes tend to 
drain toward the path creating berms.

Drainage Improvements

Snow Clearance
Many bicyclists ride year-round, especially for utilitarian or commute 
trips. Snow stored in bike lanes or on multi-use paths impedes activity 
in the winter. 

•  On streets with bike lanes, remove snow from all travel lanes 
(including bike lanes) and the shoulder, where practical.

•  Remove snow from shared use paths that are regularly used 
by commuters

•  Do not store snow on sidewalks where it impedes pedestrian 
traffic.

Traffic Signal Detectors

Repairs and modifications to traffic signals offer opportunities 
to improve their functionality for bicyclists. At traffic signals with 
detectors, check that a typical bicycle can trigger a response 
when no other vehicles are waiting at the signal. The following 
recommendations can make traffic signals more bicycle compatible.

•  Adjust detector sensitivity so the signal can be actuated by a 
typical bicycle.

•  Place a stencil over the most sensitive part of the detector to 
notify bicyclists where to wait to trigger a green light.

•  Adjust the signal phases to account for the speed of a typical 
bicyclist. 

Utility Cuts

Utility cuts can leave a rough surface for bicyclists if not back filled 
properly. Utility cuts should be finished as smooth as new pavement.

•  Wherever practical, place a cut line in an area that will not 
interfere with bicycle travel, and make cuts parallel to bicycle 
traffic so that they do not leave a ridge or groove in the bicycle 
wheel track area.

•  Backfill cuts in bike-ways flush with the surface (humps will 
not get packed down by bicycle traffic).

•  Compact the overlay properly to reduce or eliminate later 
settlement.

 Trail Maintenance and Operations

While indicated as the lowest maintenance priority (Multi-Use Trail 
Public Survey, Appendix A), keeping snow off the trails and sidewalks 
keeps them useful throughout the year.
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Trail Responsibility

Trail responsibility and continuity are directly related to each other. Currently, there are multiple owners of the trail system. There 
are also several different caretakers; City of Newark, City of Heath, Licking Park District, Village of Johnstown, Village of Granville, 
and Ohio Department of Natural Resources. Different care-taking responsibilities has led to different commitment levels of 
staffing, budget, and priorities. With different caretakers there is also a varying response to repairs, tree removal, mowing, signage, 
fencing, benches, and other design elements.

With a single coordinating entity a consistent direction concerning signage, surface conditioning, maintenance, information 
stations/kiosks, and mileage marking would be possible. Single management of a trail system could also facilitate, at a larger scale, 
the needs of multi-users. Currently, if there is a concern or issue with a part of the trail the user may be referred to different 
agencies trying to find the one responsible to make the repair. Under a single management system there will be one point of 
contact for all concerns and issues thereby eliminating the hassle of trying to identify and correct trail issues. One managing 
entity will also be able to more effectively manage resources such as equipment and coordination of volunteers. Also, safety and 
maintenance would be addressed across the trail network with consistency in how it is approached and applied.

A single management system would also allow for greater opportunities to seek funding. With a county wide plan and more 
time to pursue different funding options it is possible that more local, state, and federal funding can be secured. This will greatly 
increase the probability that the system becomes more uniform, expanded, and connected.

 Trail Maintenance and Operations

Potential ways to consolidate or coordinate could be by agreement or segregrating of responsibilities. Entities could set a 
schedule and pool resources to complete a ‘trail sweep’. These opportunities should be pursued to identify a lead agency to 
coordinate the overall operation.
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Chapter 5

Economic Impact of  Trails

The changes in the automobile market, the continued talking of a looming oil crisis, an uncertain housing market, and recent 
recession all contribute to the way we think about how we spend our money. Nowhere can this be more evident than in the 
cities of America. People are watching the financial bottom line and wondering where costs can be cut. 

One way of cutting costs, that is becoming more popular as gas prices increase, is to start walking or riding a bicycle. The U.S. 
Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration, state that: “40% of all trips in the United States are two miles 
or less”. These trips include commuting to work, trips to the grocery, to visit friends, or to seek out recreation. A significant cost 
savings to the trail user can be realized by simply cutting down small vehicular trips. Time savings can also be realized by utilizing 
the multi-use trail system. The mean travel time to work for people living in Licking County is 25.8 minutes (Census 2010). This 
takes into account a large number of people that travel to Columbus each day. However, many people work in Licking County 
within a few miles of their homes. Avoiding traffic delays by utilizing the trail system could help these people spend less time in 
their automobiles and improve health. With obesity rates higher than ever, and on the rise, more people are looking for ways to 
exercise. Trails afford the opportunity
The aforementioned reasons are helping to drive the market for housing that is closer to multi-use trails. Todays workforce has 
realized that access to trails can significantly increase their bottom line. More and more, prospective home buyers are looking 
for locations adjacent to, and near trails. This is helping home values rise as much as 3-10% in some areas compared to other 
comparable homes. The younger, educated, diverse workforce that is entering the arena of professionalism has expectations of 
these types of amenities. In the Multi-Use Trail Public Review Survey (Appendix A), 77.8% of respondents believe that multi-use 
trails increase housing values. The age cohort of 26-35 expressed the representative percentage as 71.6% believe that multi-use 
trails increase housing values. Statistics taken from Multi-Use Trail Public Review Survey (Appendix A).

As this workforce comes onto the scene they are spending money on various items related to biking, walking, and outdoor 
recreation. The expectation is that they will have alternative means of transportation and entertainment near where they live 
and work. Each year the national average of spending on items related to recreation and commuting increases. This recreation 
industry has proved powerful and is third in the country for annual consumer spending and employs 6.1 million people per year.
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Outdoor recreation is a very large, often overlooked, 
part of the American economy. Activities such 
as biking, walking, running, and in-line skating 
qualify as outdoor recreation activities; all of 
which take place on the multi-use trail system. 
The purchase of equipment drives the economy; 
equipment includes shoes, automobiles, gasoline, 
bikes, clothing and any other accessory needed to 
complete an activity. Americans are spending more 
and more on these activities. Each year the public 
spends about $646 billion to fuel their desire to 
participate in the outdoors.

Outdoor Recreation

In Licking County the greatest usage of the multi-
use trail system is that of bicycles. Nationally, bicycle 
usage generates $10.5 billion in sales related to 
gear, accessories, and vehicles. In turn it generates 
$70.8 billion in trip related sales for a total of $81.3 
billion (Outdoor Industry Association). This is only 
for one activity, although the most popular  that 
takes place on the county’s trail system.

Another economic driving force is  jobs. The 
industry generates 6.1 million jobs per year. Some 
of these are seasonal and temporary but many 
are full-time. A lot of people rely on these jobs for 
steady income and support.
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It is widely debated and hotly contested whether 
trails have a negative or positive impact on housing 
values. Opponents of trails say that it decreases 
housing values by detracting from privacy and 
attracting criminal activity. Proponents of trails 
insist that it either has no effect or increases 
housing value by offering an amenity that an 
expanding portion of the workforce desires.

There have been many studies that indicate the 
effect of trails on housing values can be negative, 
positive, or indifferent. Any opinion seems to have 
a study that supports it. However, most studies 
support the idea that trails have no effect or 
slightly increase housing values.

It has often been said that beauty is in the eye of 
the beholder. This is also true with trail systems. A 
person who believes that the trail system attracts 
various perverted or criminal elements is not likely 
to value housing next to trails as very high. The 
person who enjoys using the trails for recreation or 
commuting will value the trails much higher. So, it 
is impossible to truly tell what effect the trails have 
on housing values in Licking County.

The one test that we can perform on how the trails 
affect housing values is through a survey titled 
‘Multi-Use Trail Public Review’.  In this survey two 
questions were asked that reveal how respondents 
think that a multi-use trail would affect their housing 
value.

The survey can be found in Appendix A of this document under Public Outreach and 
Participation. Following are the questions and results.

On a scale of 1-5 rate how important the trail system is or could be to your area?

What effect do you think the trail system has on housing values?

Housing Values
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Trail Towns

Licking County’s multi-use trail system encounters several villages and cities throughout the county. Towns like 
Johnstown, Alexandria, Granville, Newark, Hebron, and Hanover are poised to take direct advantage of having a 
multi-use trail system; and they should.

The Great Allegheny Passage (GAP) is the shining example of how trails can create business and revenue. Along 
with creating a world class trail system the Allegheny Trail Alliance (the group responsible for the GAP) also 
enlisted the help of the Progress Fund, a non-profit lender to the travel and tourism industry. Together they had a 
major impact on the area: The following  data was taken from Trail Town Program.

•  An estimated 800,000+ trips are taken on the GAP annually.

•  Over $50 million in direct annual spending is attributed to trail user spending.
•  Trail-related businesses pay out $7.5 million in wages each year to accommodate trail generated business.

•  Since 2007, there’s been an overall increase of 54 new and expanded trail-serving businesses, creating 93+ 
new jobs in eight communities.

•  The trail has been named one of the country’s best bike trails and has been covered by National Geographic 
Adventure, New York Times, The Washington Post, Newsweek, and USA Today.

Currently villages and towns that sit along the trail system should start looking at how they can capture trail 
revenue. As the system expands and becomes more connected to other areas, villages and cities should make it 
the norm rather than the exception to find ways to capture more tourism dollars. Investigation into a non-profit 
tourism lender, or the formation of a coalition of different towns and villages should be seriously considered.
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At all levels of government, from federal to state to local, resources are stretched to meet the needs of the public. Each community 
must look for opportunities to fund needed projects within the various funding opportunities that are available. On average, over 
30 million dollars is spent on roadways in Licking County annually. In addition, approximately $250,000 is spent on bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements each year, thanks to collaborative efforts.  Many funds at higher levels of government are competitive 
and have specific focus areas and purposes. This allows applicants to be scored equitably; but also creates a silo effect for funding.  
Within the transportation sector, funding is frequently divided between modes.

It should be noted that in Licking County, the majority of funds that allow the flexibility to be used across modes are spent 
on highway and bridge projects.  Occasionally, non-motorized funds provide benefits to our road network. For example, the 
pedestrian improvements at the railroad crossing on 30th Street in Newark provided an improved surface over the tracks for 
automobiles.

The future of transportation funding at the federal level is in a state of flux. The current transportation bill, MAP-21 is set 
to expire in October 2014. Transportation bills are frequently extended until a new bill can be developed and authorized. 
Currently, different interest groups and professionals are proposing various funding mechanisms, targets, priorities and 
positions. One proposal, introduced for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure involves federal credit assistance to locals in the 
form of loans, lines of credit, etc. for making streets, sidewalks, etc. safer for all modes of users.

Chapter 6

Funding Options
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Average Federal Transportation Funding Spent in Licking County Per Year by Mode
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Often transportation funding is divided by type of mode. Funds 
for road and bridge repair are most often not allowed to be used 
for anything else. If funds are awarded for bicycle/pedestrian 
infrastructure they cannot be used as highway funds. The federal 
government divides it’s pool of money into different modalities. 
The acquisition and usage of funds granted for bicycle and 
pedestrain infrastructure does not take money away from the 
highway fund locally or federally.
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Funding Agency

Transportation Alternative Program

Ohio Dept. Of Natural Resources-Nature Works

Federal Land and Water Conservation Funds

Clean Ohio Trails Fund 

Recreational Trails Program

State

State

State

Project must be one of the 10 eligible activities (Pedestrian/ Bike 
Facilities,Safe Routes to School, Conversion of Abandoned Railroads, 
Scenic Turnouts/Overlooks, Outdoor Adventure Management, Historic 
Preservation, Vegetation Management, Archaeological Activities, Storm 
Water Mitigation, or Wild Life Management). It also must relate to surface 
transportation, be accessible to the public, and may be a "stand-alone" 
project or an addition to a larger statewide project 

Federal

Conditions of  FundingSource

Assists local government subdivisions for the acquisition, development, 
and rehabilitation of recreational areas. The agency must have proper 
control to be eligible for a development or rehabilitation grant

Assists local government subdivisions with the acquisition, development, 
and rehabilitation of recreational areas. The applicant must own the 
property being developed or rehabilitated.

Reimbursement of up to 75% of project funding. Funding for New 
recreational trail construction, Acquisition of property and easements 
for recreational trails or recreational trail corridors, Trail-head facilities 
may be considered if a relatively small component of a trail construction 
project, Planning, appraisals, title work, surveys, engineering design 
costs, environmental research, and archaeological surveys associated 
with a specific recreational trail project may be eligible.

Federal

Reimbursement of up to 80%. Administered by ODNR. RTP Funding 
is for New recreational trail construction (non-motorized, motorized, 
and water trails), Trail maintenance/restoration, Trailside and trail-
head facilities ( parking, restrooms, portable water etc.), Purchase/
lease of recreational trail construction and maintenance equipment, 
Acquisition of easements and property for recreational trails or 
recreational trail corridors, Educational programs promoting trail safety 
and environmental protection.
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Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG)

People for Bikes

 Funding

Funding Agency Conditions of  FundingSource

Local 

Intended for activities that benefit low - and moderate- income persons, 
prevent or eliminate slums or blight, and address urgent community 
development needs. In the past CDBG funds have been used for trail 
construction, as was the case with the Fairfield Heritage Trail in Ohio 
(http://www.railstotrails.org/ourwork/wherewework/midwest/projects/
oh-lancaster-fairfieldheritage.html )

Private

Bicycle infrastructure such as bike paths, lanes, trails, and bridges. 
Mountain bike facilities, Bike parks and pump tracks, BMX facilities, End-
of-trip facilities such as bike racks, bike parking, and bike storage. They also 
fund programs that transform city streets, Initiatives designed to increase 
ridership or the investment in bicycle infrastructure. FUNDS DO NOT 
support signs, maps and travel as well as trail-heads, information kiosks, 
benches, and restroom facilities, or parking lots for motorized vehicles.

Local Funding Options Local

Private Funding Options Private

Multiple local sources can, and do, contribute funds towards the repair, 
maintenance, and construction of the multi-use paths. Funding comes 
from individual governmental entities that have a vested interest in or that 
have assumed care of the trail system. Most monies come with a specific 
purpose such as maintenance but some may not. The county park levy 
also supplies money for use toward the trail system.

There are several private funding sources in Licking county. The T.J Evans 
Foundation, The Licking County Foundation, and private individuals all 
give monies toward the trail and park system.
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Appendix A-Public Participation and Outreach

Licking County Bike Path Survey- June 18, 2013

Q1.  What is your zip code?

Granville (43023)= 11%
Marysville(43040)= 2%
Westerville (43081)= 2%
Lancaster (43130)= 2%
Reynoldsburg (43068)= 2%
Hebron (43025)= 5%
Whitehall (43213)= 4%
Newark (43055)= 29%
Columbus (43231)= 4%
Alexandria (43001)= 2%
W. Jefferson (43162)= 2%
Lewis Center (43035)= 2%
Delaware (43015)= 2%
Bexley (43209)= 2%
Etna (43062)=  4%
St. Louisville (43071)= 2%
Upper Arlington (43221)= 2%
Pickerington (43147)= 2%
Heath (43056)= 13%
Junction City (43748)= 2%

Q2. Please Identify your age group.
66 -older 10.7%
56-65 32.1%
46-55 33.9%
36-45 10.7%
26-35 8.9%
16-25 3.6%
15 under 0%

Q3. What is your gender?

66.1% M
33.9%F

Q4. How often, on average, do you use the trail?

Couple time P/Month= 13%
Few times P/Yr=  43%
Once P/Month= 13%
1-2 P/Wk= 16%
3-5 P/WK= 5%
Once P/WK= 9%
Daily= 1%

Q5. What is your primary activity on the trail?
Biking= 58.9%
Walking/Hiking= 21.4%             
Jogging/Running= 10.7%
Walking Pet= 8.9%

Q6. Has your use of  the trail influenced your purchase 
of: (answer all that apply)     
Bicycle= 32.1%
Bicycle Supplies= 35.7%
Footwear= 30.4%                                               
Clothing= 28.6%
Nothing= 37.5%

Q7. Approximately how much have you spent, 
per person, on the items checked above?
$775.26 Avg per person/Per Year

Q8.  When you use the trail do you generally 
purchase any of  the following? (answer all that 
apply) 
Beverages= 43%
Sandwiches= 7%
Ice Cream= 18%                                                   
Restaurant= 25%
Snacks/Candy= 7%
None= 43%

Q9.  Approximately how much do you 
generally spend on the items checked above?
Daily Spending Average $11.48 

Q10.  In your opinion the maintenance of  the 
trail is: poor=1,fair=2,good=3,excellent=4
poor  2
fair  12
good   39
excellent   3
2.76 Avg Maint Rating

Q11.  In your opinion, the 
cleanliness of  the trail is:  
poor=1,fair=2,good=3,excellent=4

poor  2%
fair 8%
good  77%
excellent  13%
3 Avg cleanliness Rating
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Public outreach article published by the Newark 
Advocate, February 16, 2014
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Article published by the Newark Advocate, March 12, 2014
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NEWARK — A plan that may expand, connect and improve Licking County bike paths, and a survey about the trail system, drew the ire of a few residents at a 
transportation meeting Tuesday.
     The residents spoke up at a Licking County Area Transportation Study committee meeting Tuesday at the Licking County Administration Building.They questioned 
the use of transportation funds for a recreational resource while roads deteriorate, bridges crumble and the federal debt rises.“It is a little like parents who already have 
children that they can’t feed deciding that they should buy the kids a new pony,” said Eileen DeRolf, of Pataskala.
     Sandra Mapel, director of LCATS, said it’s not that easy to move funds from one area to another, and funds are allocated for specific uses.
LCATS is developing a multiuse trail plan, with goals that include increased transportation choices, improved accessibility and coordination of resources with 
public, private and nonprofit partners.“We as transportation planners would love there to be a single pot of transportation funding for the most needed areas of our 
community,” Mapel said. “That doesn’t exist.“We try to be as creative, within the confines of the rules, as we can be.”
     DeRolf also said the 425 responses to a recent survey represent a small fraction of the county’s population of 167,000.“A huge flaw in the survey is the assumption 
that bike paths are at the top of the taxpayers’ list of priorities,” DeRolf said.She said the survey should have asked respondents to rank the important of bike paths 
versus roads and bridges.The survey, DeRolf said, should have gauged support for bike path funding if it adds to the federal deficit, if it requires use of taxpayer dollars, if 
it increases the respondent’s taxes, and if it takes private property without the owner’s permission.
A draft of the LCATS multiuse trail plan lists nine sources of funding: three from the state, two from federal government, two local and two private.Most of the 
government sources specify the funds will be used for recreational areas.
     Sarah Chaulk, of Alexandria, who lives near a bike path, said improvements to the bike path will not improve her quality of life, as she endures trash, dog waste and 
noise on the path.“My worst fears are looming now, thinking that somebody that I did not elect may deem it critical to place a parking lot, a restroom, or picnic grounds 
somewhere on my property without gaining approval from my husband or me,” Chaulk said.“This is a recreational bike trail, not nearly a necessity for the welfare of this 
county.”
     Not all bike path users are enjoying a recreational activity, Mapel said.“Some people have vehicles and use vehicles to get to the grocery store and school and use it 
for recreational only,” Mapel said. “But people who live in zero-car households, or one-car households, those paths are used for getting to school, the grocery store and 
work.”The path from downtown Newark to the East End, in particular, is used for people to get to work, Mapel said.       
    Linda Miller, of Pataskala, said it’s wrong to spend money on bike paths when the military is cut to the bone.“Would you rather your family be safe or would you rather 
they be riding their bicycle on an asphalt path?” Miller said.“A better way to achieve adequate and valid responses would be to place this issue on the ballot.”                   
                                                   
kmallett@newark
advocate.com
740-328-8545
Bike path survey
The following are a few selected responses from the LCATS survey: 
How often do you use the trail system? Weekly (38 percent); monthly (26.4); rarely (17.8); daily (10.2); never (7.6). 
What is the most important trail amenity to develop? Restrooms (39.9 percent); trail heads (21.4); parking lots (11.8); potable water (11.3); small parks along trail (9.8); 
benches (5.3); public art (0.5). 
How would you rate the current condition of the trail network? Good (71.3 percent); great (18.5); poor (8.3); excellent (1.9). 
Top five proposed off-street, connecting trails, ranked on scale of 1-5, showing percent ranking it at 5 in parenthesis: Riverview Preserve to Black Hand Gorge (46.6 
percent); West Main to IrvingWick Drive (41.2); Panhandle Trail to Pataskala (32.8); Hopewell to Forry to Raccoon Creek (23.9); Newark Sewer Project to Riverview 
Preserve (23.7). 
Source: Licking County Area Transportation Study

Residents: Improve roads, bridges instead of  bike path
Mar. 12, 2014
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Flyer Placed in public store fronts and e-mailed out to contacts for distribution.

Multi-use Trail System Survey  
Where would you like to go?Where would you like to go?

Please take a moment to complete a 
survey regarding the Multi-use 
Trail System in Licking County 

www.surveymonkey.com/s/6PJ9SX9

www.lcounty.com/planning

WALK

Bike
Licking

Path

pedal

Cycling
Hike

Plan
Connectsurvey Trail expand

FAMILY

Run
enjoy
recreation

Hike
link

Fun

exercise stroll
green spaceFun parksscenic

ACTIVITY
Picnic Landmarks

PEDESTRIAN
landscape

Email List:

Licking County Area Transportation Study distribution list.

Licking County Convention and Visitors Bureau.

CycLicking distribution list.
Licking County Parks District.
Licking County Health Department.
Licking County Chamber of Commerce.

Store Fronts:
Newark Library
Emerson R. Miller Library (Newark)
Granville Library
YMCA
Denison University
OSU-N/COTC
Bike Doctor
Peddlers
Body Core Fitness
Advantage Club
Aspen Fitness
Cross Fit Network
The Works
Reese Ice Arena
Whits Ice Cream
Elms Pizza
Granville Village Office
Village Coffee (Granville)
River Road Coffee (Granville)
Simply Rising Cafe
Newark City Building
Granville Chamber of Commerce
Downtown Cycles
Sparta
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Multi-Use Trail Public Review Survey, February 14-28, 2014 (425 Responses)

1.  Are you a resident of Licking County? Yes (85.1%) No( 14.9%)

3.  Please identify your age group.

2.  If you live in Licking County, what area best represents 
where you live?
Alexandria (1.4%), Buckeye Lake (0.6%), Granville (9.7%), 
Gratiot (0.3%), Hanover (11.4%), Hartford (0.6%), Heath (0.6%), 
Johnstown (15.1%), Kirkersville (0.3%), New Albany (0.0%), 
Newark (35.3%), Pataskala (5.7%), Reynoldsburg (0.3%), St. 
Louisville (0.3%), Utica (1.7%), Other (6.8%)

15 and Under (0.2%), 16-25 (4.5%), 26-35 (17.8%), 36-45 (23.9%), 
46-55 (23.9%), 56-65 (19.7%), 66 and Over (10.0%)

6.  How often do you use the trail system? Never (7.6%), Rarely 
(17.8%), Monthly (26.4%), Weekly (38.0%), Daily (10.2%)

5.  On average, how often do you bike or walk? Never (2.6%), 
Rarely (12.4%), Monthly (17.7%), Weekly (44.5%), Daily (22.7%)

4.  Do you have access to a bike in your household? Yes(88.3%), 
No(11.7%)

8.  Which is most important? Connect existing trails (52.7%), 
Expand Trail Network (29.8%), Improve Condition of Current 
Trails (17.6%)

9.  Do you feel your community is bike/ped friendly? Yes 
(67.1%), No (32.9%)

10.  Do you value the current trail system? Yes (91.7%), No 
(8.3%)

11.  On a scale of 1-5 rate how important the trail system is 
or could be to your area. 1. Not Important (6.0%), 2. (3.3%), 3. 
(7.1%), 4. (24.5%), 5. Very Important (59.0%)

12.  In your opinion, what is the most important maintenance 
operation pertaining to the trails? Surface Condition (63.2%), 
Mowing (6.4%), Weed Control (2.7%), Snow Removal (3.9%), 
Debris Removal (14.5%), Erosion (5.4%), Water Flow Control 
(3.9%)

7.  Which is the most important trail amenity to develop? 
Potable Water (11.3%), Benches (5.3%), Small parks along trail 
(9.8%), Public Art (0.5%), Restrooms (39.9%), Trail Heads (21.4%), 
Parking Lots (11.8%)

13.  In your opinion, what is the second most important 
maintenance operation pertaining to the trails? Surface 
Condition (21.6%), Mowing (17.0%), Weed Control (9.7%), 
Snow Removal (8.7%), Debris Removal (26.7%), Erosion (11.4%), 
Water Flow Control (4.9%)

14.  In your opinion, what is the least important maintenance 
operation pertaining to the trails? Surface Condition (2.2%), 
Mowing (11.5%), Weed Control (21.6%), Snow Removal (40.0%), 
Debris Removal (3.7%), Erosion (3.9%), Water Flow Control 
(17.2%)

15.  What effect do you think the trail system has on housing 
values? Decreases Value (5.0%), No Effect (17.2%), Increases 
Value (77.8%)

16.  How would you rate the connectivity of the current trail 
network? (How it connects to other trails, neighborhoods, 
jobs, retail, and commercial locations.) Poor (28.1%), Good 
(65.8%), Great (4.9%), Excellent (1.2%)
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17.  How would you rate the current condition of the trail 
network?  Poor (8.3%), Good (71.3%), Great (18.5%), Excellent 
(1.9%)

18.  Would you like your to see your community host more 
trail events? Yes (81.0%), No (19.0%)

Off-Street dedicated multi-use 
Rating 1-5. 1 being least important and 5 being most important. 

Goosepond to TJ Evans Family Park. 1 (13.4%), 2 (12.9%), 3 (31.1%), 4 
(22.9%), 5 (19.7%)  

T.J. Evans Family Park to Horns Hill Park. 1 (15.0%), 2 (14.5%), 3 
(37.6%), 4 (17.4%), 5 (15.5%)

Northfork Trail Extension to Horns Hill Park. 1 (14.7%), 2 (11.5%), 3 
(35.0%), 4 (20.9%), 5 (17.9%)

East Main Street Extension. 1 (16.8%), 2 (14.8%), 3 (29.1%), 4 (19.0%), 
5 (20.0%)

Hopewell-Forry-Raccoon Creek. 1 (9.8%), 2 (6.9%), 3 (29.0%), 4 
(30.3%), 5 (23.9%)

Whites Field to Raccoon Creek. 1 (10.9%), 2 (9.0%), 3 (32.1%), 4 
(26.8%), 5 (21.2%)

Newark Sewer Project to Riverview Preserve. 1 (10.1%), 2 (8.3%), 3 
(30.1%), 4 (27.7%), 5 (23.7%)

Riverview Preserve to Black Hand Gorge. 1 (7.9%), 2 (4.5%), 3 (17.9%), 
4 23.2%), 5 (46.6%)

Hospital to T.J. Evans Connector. 1 (16.1%), 2 (13.5%), 3 (28.0%), 4 
(20.1%), 5 (22.4%)

West Main to Irvingwick. 1 (11.3%), 2 (5.5%), 3 (20.1%), 4 (21.9%), 5 
(41.2%)

Panhandle Trail to Pataskala. 1 (12.1%), 2 (9.7%), 3 (22.0%), 4 (23.4%), 
5 (32.8%)

Buckeye Lake Scenic Trail Extension 1 (12.7%), 2 (15.4%), 3 (28.0%), 4 
(24.5%), 5 (19.4%)

Buckeye Lake to Extended Buckeye Lake Trail Extension 1 (12.2%), 2 
(12.7%), 3 (28.6%), 4 (26.3%), 5 (20.2%)

On Street Multi-use trails

Moull-Baker Connector. 1 (14.4%), 2 (10.8%), 3 (33.4%), 4 (24.6%), 5 
(16.7%)

Eddy Street Connector. 1 (17.8%), 2 (18.9%), 3 (36.4%), 4 (24.6%), 5 
(16.7%)

King Street Connector. 1 (16.6%), 2 (17.5%), 3 (33.5%), 4 (19.8%), 5 
(12.6%)

Northfork Trail to Evans Field. 1 (14.2%), 2 (17.3%), 3 (36.7%), 4 
(17.3%), 5 (14.5%)

2nd and 13th Street Connectors. 1 (18.2%), 2 (17.3%), 3 (36.3%), 4 
(15.0%), 5 (13.3%)

Waterworks Connector. 1 (16.0%), 2 (14.0%), 3 (34.6%), 4 (20.6%), 5 
(14.8%)

High Street Connector in Hanover. 1 (16.5%), 2 (12.8%), 3 (22.4%), 4 
(19.6%), 5 (28.7%)
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Johnstown to Knox County. 1 (15.3%), 2 (7.8%), 3 (14.5%), 4 (19.6%), 
5 (28.7%)

U.S. Bike Route 50. 1 (14.7%), 2 (7.1%), 3 (21.0%), 4 (25.8%), 5 (31.4%)

U.S. Bike Route 50 Alternate. 1 (16.6%), 2 (13.4%), 3 (26.6%), 4 
(19.7%), 5 (23.7%)

National Road. 1 (15.9%), 2 (10.5%), 3 (24.1%), 4 (21.6%), 5 (27.8%)

Newark to Utica. 1 (14.7%), 2 (11.0%), 3 (22.9%), 4 (26.6%), 5 (24.9%)

Newark to Knox County. 1 (15.4%), 2 (11.1%), 3 (24.9%), 4 (23.4%), 5 
(25.1%)

Pataskala to Johnstown. 1 (16.4%), 2 (15.9%), 3 (25.5%), 4 (17.6%), 5 
(24.6%)

Johnstown to New Albany. 1 (14.5%), 2 (12.5%), 3 (24.5%), 4 (21.9%), 
5 (26.5%)

Route 79 to Heath. 1 (13.7%), 2 (13.1%), 3 (24.8%), 4 (23.1%), 5 
(25.4%)

Sharron Valley Rd Extension. 1 (16.4%), 2 (13.3%), 3 (25.4%), 4 
(23.6%), 5 (21.3%)

Cedar Street Trail. 1 (20.7%), 2 (21.3%), 3 (28.4%), 4 (16.7%), 5 (12.9%)

Top 5 Off-Street Multi-Use Trails

Riverview Preserve to Black Hand Gorge. 1 (7.9%), 2 (4.5%), 3 
(17.9%), 4 23.2%), 5 (46.6%)

West Main to Irvingwick. 1 (11.3%), 2 (5.5%), 3 (20.1%), 4 (21.9%), 5 
(41.2%)

Panhandle Trail to Pataskala. 1 (12.1%), 2 (9.7%), 3 (22.0%), 4 (23.4%), 
5 (32.8%)

Hopewell-Forry-Raccoon Creek. 1 (9.8%), 2 (6.9%), 3 (29.0%), 4 
(30.3%), 5 (23.9%)

Newark Sewer Project to Riverview Preserve. 1 (10.1%), 2 (8.3%), 3 
(30.1%), 4 (27.7%), 5 (23.7%)

Top 5 On-Street Multi-Use Trails

Johnstown to Knox County. 1 (15.3%), 2 (7.8%), 3 (14.5%), 4 (19.6%), 
5 (28.7%)

U.S. Bike Route 50. 1 (14.7%), 2 (7.1%), 3 (21.0%), 4 (25.8%), 5 
(31.4%)

High Street Connector in Hanover. 1 (16.5%), 2 (12.8%), 3 (22.4%), 4 
(19.6%), 5 (28.7%)

National Road. 1 (15.9%), 2 (10.5%), 3 (24.1%), 4 (21.6%), 5 (27.8%)

Johnstown to New Albany. 1 (14.5%), 2 (12.5%), 3 (24.5%), 4 (21.9%), 
5 (26.5%)
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Multi-Use Trail Public Review Survey Summary

Four Hundred and twenty-five (425) surveys were completed. The survey was specifically targeted to gain insight into the impressions from the community 
about the existing and proposed trail system. It seems to have accomplished this. Clearly, other surveys could be conducted to solicit other data and 
impressions. For the purpose of this Multi-Use Trail Plan the survey responses have been beneficial and given a cross-section of opinions that would 
otherwise not have been known. The following briefly reviews and summarizes the results from the survey.   Eighty-five (85.1) percent of those who 
completed the survey were residents of Licking County. Of those who further indicated where they were from, one-third (35.3%) were from Newark, 
followed by Johnstown, Heath, and Granville.  There were very few responses from those aged under 26 (20) while two-thirds (65.6%) of the respondents 
were between the ages of 26-55 (277). Interestingly, nearly 20 percent (125) who responded were aged 56 and older.      
           
Of those aged 26-35, they highly value the current trail system, and identified connecting existing trails as more important than expanding the trail or 
improving the current condition of the existing trails. In amenities they view the development of trail heads, restrooms and potable water highest while 
noting that surface condition is the most important maintenance issue followed by debris removal. Those aged 36-45 have the same priorities. In the age 
groups 46-55 and 56-65 the development of parking lots was slightly more important than having potable water but otherwise the same as the younger 
groups. Those aged 66 plus indicated that small parks along the trail are an important amenity to develop.  By a slight margin, this age group identified 
expanding the trail network as more important than connecting existing trails (48.7% to 43.6%). This is the only age cohort where that thought prevailed. 
Otherwise, they too match the same values shown in the other age groupings.          
 
From those who responded in the 16 to 25 year old age group, it is interesting to note that while they value the current trail system, believe it adds value to 
the housing market, and give it high marks in terms of its importance to their area, they are not regular users of the existing system.  Only one person under 
age 16 responded to the survey.                
 
While the sample size of the respondents is sufficient to draw generalized conclusions, it would bear repeating this survey to various age groups at some 
point in the future to gather a larger base of opinions. If such a survey is conducted, it could also incorporate another section of questions that could gauge 
other impressions.                    
 
From responses to other general questions, we know that three-quarters of those responding use the trail system on a regular basis with nearly fifty percent 
(48.2%) using the existing system weekly or daily.  Conversely, a quarter of those responding (25.4%) stated that they rarely or never use the system. An 
important point of this use of the existing trail system is to acknowledge that the results of the survey are opinions on a three to one ratio of trail users 
to none or rare users. Of those who never have used the trail system and took the time to fill out the survey there is a general very low impression of the 
existing trail system. And while the overall impression is very good from those who regularly use the existing trail system, there are clearly a series of points 
where this group believes additions and improvements can be made.             
 
As a whole, the respondents value the current trail system (91.7%) and view it as important to very important to their area (ratings of 4 and 5 totaled 83.5%). 
When asked what the most important maintenance issue is, the top priority chosen was surface conditioning (63.2%) followed by debris removal with snow 
removal viewed as least important. In close alignment with the ratio of users to non-users, 77.8% of the responses believe the trail system increases housing 
values. Given the four options of poor, good, great, and excellent the overall impression of the current condition of the trail network was good (71.3%) and 
the trail connectivity  perception also was good as marked by two-thirds of those answering. 63
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An interesting item identified in reviewing the data is that while nearly all of the 425 respondents answered general and overall questions, when specific 
segments were to be rated the number of skipped questions ranges from 40 to 76.  As a general statement of those who skipped the ratings of potential new 
trails, they still highly valued the trail system and believe it to be very valuable to their community and showed no significant difference to the overall group. It 
appears that the persons who skipped a question did so because they had no interest in the location or they didn’t understand the location or simply had no 
opinion of those proposals. Also, the number of no responses was highest on the on-road segments. Clearly, those with opinions voted and rated the segments. 
Those who opposed the trails tended to vote all 1s on any new segment and those who highly valued the trail system ranked the segments anywhere from 1-Not 
very important to 5- Very important.                 

Continuing, the survey gathered input into how various new trails and on-road paths were viewed by those responding. As stated earlier, the options were a rating 
on a scale from 1- Not very important to 5 Very Important. Six trail extensions/ connections rated highest (combining ratings of 4 and 5) in the group of 12. In 
order, they were Riverview to Black Hand Gorge (69.8%), West main to Irvingwick (63%), Panhandle to Pataskala (56.2%), Hopewell to Forry- Raccoon (54.3%), 
Newark Sewer to Riverview (51%), and Whites Field to Raccoon Creek (48.1%).When looking at the responses to the on-road paths, it is interesting to note that 
only three paths were rated over the 50 % mark in the important to very important marks (i.e. 4 or 5 on the rating). These three were Johnstown to Knox (62.4%), 
US Bike Route 50 (57.5%), and Newark to Utica (51.5%).               

Summary of  Non-Users of  the Trail System
Of those who stated that they never use the trail system (32), three-quarters of them indicated that they do not value the current trail system while one-half also 
indicate that the trail system is not important to their area. The general points from this group were if anything is to happen with the existing system then the 
amenities would be restrooms, and trailheads, and small parks along the trail. Ten indicated that improving the condition of the existing trail to be most important 
with 9 stating expanding the existing system is most important, 8 persons skipped the question. Consistent with the last answers, the perceived most important 
maintenance issue responded was surface conditioning by a large margin (63%, next closest was erosion, mowing, and weed control each at 11.1%). Least 
important was snow removal at 40%.                 

The group of non-users viewed the trail system as having no real effect on housing values (40.6%), followed by increasing values (31.3) and 28.1% believe it 
decreases values. This group was evenly split in the view of how well the current trail system connects to the community with 46.2% saying it was poor and 
42.3% responding it is good. Interestingly, even though this group does not use the trail system, they were nearly evenly split on the idea of having trail events 
being hosted in their community (46.9 yes, 53.1 no).               

While this group by majority did not view any of the proposed new trails as important, several connections were still selected and ranked higher than others. 
Using the combined ranking of a 3, 4, or 5, the Newark Sewer separator, Riverview to Black Hand Gorge, and Hopewell –Forry-Raccoon were the top routes. 

Summary of  Daily-Users of  the Trail System
Looking at the survey through the 43 responses of those who daily use the trail, as expected they highly value the trail system and 83% view it as very 
important to their area. Just as the non-user group, this group identified restrooms as the most important trail amenity (56.1%) with parking lots and 
potable water a distant second and third. Connecting the existing trails was viewed as most important (41.9%) followed closely with expanding the trail 
network (37.2%) and no one skipped the question. Interestingly, this group of daily users agrees with the non-user respondents that the surface condition 
is the most important maintenance issue (62.8%) and debris removal was most often cited as the second most important maintenance issue. And just as 
with those who don’t use the trail, this group indicated that snow removal is the least important maintenance operation needed. 
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This group of daily users predictably believes that the trail system increases housing values (93%). They are split about two to one in terms of the belief 
of the current trail connectivity being good or great to poor (65.1% to 34.9%). Three-quarters of the daily users would like to see more community trail 
events.                    
 
Again, as one would expect, the group that daily uses the existing trail system had an overall high impression of valuing every additional trail connection. 
However, several of these new proposed routes ranked very high. When comparing the ratings of 4 and 5, the highest rated new trail was Riverview to 
Black Hand Gorge (83.7%), followed by the extension of the Panhandle Trail to Pataskala (79.1%), West Main (74.5), Whites Field to Raccoon Creek (73.8%) 
and Hopewell Road to Forry to Raccoon (72.1%).               
  
The top rated on-road bike connections by this group were long connections with Johnstown to Knox County finishing highest in the rating at 85.4% 
when combining the ratings of 4 and 5. The Johnstown to New Albany (69.2%) followed by the Newark to Utica connection (68.3%) were next. Three 
other highly rated on-street routes were Newark to Knox County (64%), Sharon Valley Road (60%) and Route 79 to Heath (59%).    
 
Summary of  Comments
Thirty-nine people also provided a variety of comments. Additional paths were suggested including an off-road connection from east Newark to west 
Newark; add a bike path to Licking County Health Department, Granville to the Spring Valley Nature Preserve, and a connection to Gellar Park when 
connecting West Main to Irvingwick.                 
 
Of the dozen or so who wrote negatively about the bike path system the most common concern dealt with whether or not this was a good use of grant 
funds, use of public funds and taxes. A few wrote about not wanting eminent domain used to advance any trails. The most negative comments came from 
a few people who rated all trails as not important and wrote comments including “waste of resources for very small ‘elite’ population, “we do not need 
more trails, we don’t need to borrow this money and have our kids have to repay it”, 

Constructive comments included, “bike trails should be more utilitarian,” I’d like to see more street names painted on the bike path where it crosses 
a road so I know where I am,” “post safety rules,” “focus on local interconnections – connecting communities with multi-use trails &/or bike lanes to 
encourage commuting,” “trails should be more self-draining,” and “well marked/dedicated road lanes.”  Regarding the survey itself, there were comments 
including “there appears, in some trail descriptions, to be borderline advocacy of certain sections. That’s not inherently objectionable, but may well skew 
results.” “Thank you. Nice survey. Good work.” Several other “thank you for seeking my opinion” comments were also made.    
 

Other overall positive comments included, “I live in Zanesville and am so jealous of the trail system you have put together. I bring my bike to my office so 
I can utilize the Licking Trail system,”  “I love living next to a bike path,”
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Appendix B- Technical Review

2/11/2014 Tech Review Findings. 

Q1.  Which are the most important amenities to develop? Trail 
Heads (35%), Potable Water(12%), Parking Lots (24%), Restrooms 
(29%)      

Q2.  Which is most important? Connecting existing trails (88%), 
Expand Trail Network (6%), Improve Condition of Current 
Network (6%)        

Q3.  Is your community bike/ped friendly? Yes(46%), No(54%) 

Q4.  Does your community have a multi-use plan? Yes(36%), 
No(64%)    

Q5.  Do you value the current trail system? Yes(100%)  

Q6.  Scale 1-5 how economically important is/could be the trail 
to your area? 5 Very important(38%), 3(31%), 4(25%), 1 Not 
important(6%)        

Q7.  What is the most important maintenance operation? Surface 
conditioning(80%), Mowing(20%)     

Q8.  What effect does the trail system have on housing values? 
Increases value(93%), No Effect(7%)     

Q9.  How would you rate the circuitry of  the current trail 
network? Good(60%), Poor(33%), Great(7%)    

Q10.  How would you rate the current condition of  the trail 
network? Good(85%),Great(15%)     

Q11.  Do you think maintenance responsibility for the trail 
network should be centralized? Yes(85%), No(15%)   

Q11.  Would your community consider endorsing the plan 
when it is finsihed? Yes(100%)     

Off-Street dedicated multi-use trails 

Rating 1-5. 1 being least important and 5 being most important. Avg. Rating 

Newark Sewer Project to Riverview Preserve. 5(64)%, 4(21%), 3(14%)  4.5

W. Main to Irvingwick. 5(54%), 4(31%), 1,3(8%)  4.23

Whites Field to Raccoon Creek. 5(43%), 4(36%), 3(21%) 4.21

Riverview preserve to Black Hand Gorge. 5(43%), 4(36%), 3(14%), 1(7%) 4.07

Hopewell-Forry-Raccoon Creek. 4,5(36%), 3(21%), 2(7%) 4

Goosepond to TJ Evans Family Park. 3(57%), 2,4(14%), 1,5(7%)  3.28

Buckeye Lake to Extended buckeye scenic. 3(43%), 2(29%), 
4(21%), 5(7%)     

3.07

Buckeye scenic trail extension. 3(38%), 2,4(23%), 1,5(8%) 3

Northfork trail extension. 3(36%), 2(29%) 4(21%), 1,5(7%) 2.92

TJ Evans to Horns Hill Park. 3(50%), 2(21%), 1(14%), 4,5(7%)  2.71

Panhandle Trail Extension to Pataskala. 1(29%), 2(29%), 3(21%), 
4(14%)5(7%)

2.42

On Street Multi-use trails
Rating 1-5. 1 being least important and 5 being most important. Avg. Rating 

USBR 50 Old 161. 5(43%), 4(36%), 3(14%), 2(7%) 4.14

Northfork Trail to Evans Field. 4(57%), 5(21%), 2 (14%), 3(7%)  3.85

2nd and 13th street connections. 3(36%), 5(29%), 4(21%), 2(14%) 3.64
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Moull-Baker Connection. 4(40%), 2,3,5(20%) 3.6

Johnstown to Knox County. 5(38%), 1(23%), 3,4(15%), 2(8%) 3.38

USBR 50A Johnstown. 4(46%), 3(23%), 2(15%), 1,5(8%) 3.3

National Road. 5(31%), 3(23%), 1,2,4(15%) 3.3

King Street Connection. 4(38%), 2(31%), 3(23%), 5(8%) 3.23

Waterworks connector. 3,4(33%), 1(20%), 5(13%) 3.2

E. Main Extension. 2,4,5(23%), 1,3(15%) 3.15

High street connector in Hanover. 4(36%), 2(21%), 1,3,5(14%)  3.14

Newark to Utica. 3(62%), 2(23%), 1,4(8%) 2.69

Eddy Street Connection. 2,3(36%), 1(14%), 4,5(7%) 2.35

Newark-Knox County. 2(50%), 3(21%), 1,4(14%) 2.35

Top 5 Off-Street Multi-Use Trails

Top 5 On-Street Multi-Use Trails

Newark Sewer Project to Riverview Preserve.   4.5 
W. Main to Irvingwick.   4.23 

Whites Field to Raccoon Creek.   4.21 

Riverview preserve to Black Hand Gorge.   4.07 

Hopewell-Forry-Raccoon Creek.   4.0 

USBR 50 Old 161.   4.14 

Northfork Trail to Evans Field.   3.85 
2nd and 13th street connections.   3.64 

Moull-Baker Connection.   3.6 

Johnstown to Knox County.   3.38 
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Appendix C- Licking County Planning Commission Survey

Q1. Which is the most important amenity to develop? Restrooms 
(55%), Parking Lots (36%), Potable Water (9%)

Q2. Do you have access to a bike in your household? Yes(82%), No 
(18%)

Q3. How often do you bike or walk? Rarely (25%), Weekly 
(25%), Never, Monthly, Daily (17%)

Q4. How often do you use the trail system? Never 
(36%), Rarely, Monthly (27%), Weekly (9%)

Q5. Which is most important? Connect Existing Trails (45%), 
Expand Trail Network (18%), Improve Condition of  Current 
Network (36%)

Q6. Is your community bike/ped friendly? Yes (42%), No (58%)

Q7. Do you value the current trail system? Yes (83%), No (17%)

Q8. What is the most important maintenance operation 
pertaining to the trails? Surface Conditioning (73%), Mowing 
(9%), Snow Removal (9%), Debris Removal (9%), 

Q9. What is the second most important maintenance 
operation pertaining to trails? Erosion Control (42%), Surface 
Conditioning (25%), Mowing, Debris Removal (17%)

Q10. What is the least important maintenance operation 
pertaining to the trails? Snow Removal (40%), Weed Control 
(30%), Mowing (20%), Water Flow Control (7%)

Q11. What effect do you think the trail system has on housing 
values? Increases Value (64%), No Effect (18%), Decreases Value 
(18%)

Q12. How would you rate the connectivity of  the current trail 
network? Good (55%), Poor(45%)

Q13. How would you rate the current condition of  the trail 
network? Good (45%), Poor (36%), Great Excellent (9%)

Q14. Would you like to see your community host more trail 
events? Yes (67%), No (33%)

Off-Street dedicated multi-use trails 

Goosepond to TJ Evans Family Park. 3(40%), 4(10%), 1(20%),5(30%)  

Rating 1-5. 1 being least important and 5 being most important. Avg. Rating 

TJ Evans to Horns Hill Park. 3(40%), 1(30%), 2(20%), 4(10%)  

Northfork trail extension. 1,2,3(30%), 4(10%)

Hopewell-Forry-Raccoon Creek.  3,4(30%), 2(20%), 1,5(10%)   

Whites Field to Raccoon Creek.  3(45%), 1(27%), 4(18%), 5(9%) 

Newark Sewer Project to Riverview Preserve.  5(30%), 1,2,3(20%), 

Riverview preserve to Black Hand Gorge. 5(56%), 4(22%), 1,3(11%)   

Hospital to TJ Evans Connector. 4,5(30%), 3(20%), 1,2(10%)  

W. Main to Irvingwick.  4(40%), 1,2(20%), 3,5(10%)

Panhandle Trail Extension to Pataskala. 5(40%), 1(30%), 3(20%), 4(10%)

Buckeye scenic trail extension. 1(44%), 4(22%), 2,3,5(11%) 

Buckeye Lake to Extended Buckeye scenic. 1,5(30%), 2(20%),  
3,4(10%)

3.3

2.3

2.2

3.1

2.81

3.1

3.0

3.6

3.0

3.3

2.44

2.9
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On Street Multi-use trails

E. Main Extension. 2,4,5(23%), 1,3(15%) 2.2

Avg. Rating 

2nd and 13th Street Connections. 1(50%), 3(20%), 2,4,5(10%) 2.2

Eddy Street Connection. 1(50%), 3(30%), 4,5(10%) 2.3

King Street Connection. 1,5(30%), 3(20%), 2,4(10%)  2.5

Northfork Trail to Evans Field.   1,5(30%), 3(20%), 2,4(10%) 3.0

Moull-Baker Connection. 1,3(33%), 5(22%), 2(11%)  2.66

Waterworks connector. 1(50%), 3,5(20%), 2(10%)   

2.3

High street connector in Hanover.  1(40%), 2,3,5(20%)   2.6

Johnstown to Knox County.  1(56%), 3,5(22%)   

2.11

Pataskala to Johnstown. 1(60%), 5(20%), 2,3(10%) 2.1

Johnstown to New Albany. 1(33%), 2,3,5(22%) 2.55

Rt.79 to Heath. 1(30%), 2,4,5(20%), 3(10%) 2.8

Sharon Valley Rd. 1(73%), 2(18%), 4(9%) 1.45

Cedar Trail. 1(89%), 4(11%) 1.33

USBR 50 Old 161. 1(50%), 4,5(20%), 3(10%) 2.6

USBR 50A Johnstown. 1(60%), 5(20%), 2,4(10%)  2.2

National Road. 1(60%), 5(30%), 2(10%) 2.3

Newark to Utica. 1(50%), 2,5(20%), 3(10%) 2.2

Newark-Knox County. 1(88%), 2(12%)  1.12

Top 5 Off-Street Multi-Use Trails

Top 5 On-Street Multi-Use Trails

Hospital to TJ Evans Connector.   3.6 
Goosepond to TJ Evans Family Park.  3.3 

Panhandle Trail Extension to Pataskala.   3.3

Newark Sewer Project to Riverview Preserve.  3.1  
Hopewell-Forry-Raccoon Creek.  3.1 

Moull-Baker Connection. 2.66  

USBR 50 Old 161.  2.6 

Johnstown to New Albany.   2.55
King Street Connection.   2.5 

High street connector in Hanover.    2.6   
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Appendix D- All Proposed Multi-Use Trails
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TJ Evans to Horns Hill Park 71
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Hopewell-Forry-Raccoon Creek 73
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Newark Sewer Project to Riverview Preserve 74
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Hospital to TJ Evans Connector 75
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Riverview Preserve to Blackhand Gorge 76

DRAFT



W. Main to Irvingwick 77
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Panhandle Trail Extension to Pataskala 78
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Buckeye Scenic Trail Extension 79
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Buckeye Lake to Extended Buckeye Scenic 80
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2nd and 13th Street Connections 82
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Eddy Street Connection 83
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Northfork Trail to Evans Field 85
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Moull-Baker Connector 86
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High Street Connector in Hanover 88

DRAFT



Johnstown to Knox County 89

DRAFT



Pataskala to Johnstown 90

DRAFT



Johnstown to New Albany 91

DRAFT
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Appendix E- Public Comments
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