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1.1 Introduction

This plan is the Public Transit-Human Services Transportation Plan for Region 5, which
consists of Ashland, Crawford, Huron, Kno X, Marion, Morrow , and Richland ¢ ounties,
established in 2025. The Region 5 Coordinated Transportation Plan fulfills the
requirements of th e Federal Transit Administration (FTA) under the Infrastructure
Investment and Jobs Act (11JA), signed into law as a reauthorization of surface
transportation pr ograms through Fiscal Year 2026. According to requirements of the

I1JA, locally developed coordinated public transit -human services transportation plans
must be updated to reflect the changes established by the 11JA legislation. The 11JA

applies new progra ms and rules for all Fiscal Year 2022 funds and authoriz  es transit
programs for five years.

This plan was developed by  Richland County Regional Planning Commission (RCRPC) in
cooperation with the Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT). The content refle cts
the perspectives of the counties within Region 5, which bear responsibility for the

accuracy and validity of the data presented. The views expressed in this document do

not necessar ily represent those of the United States Department of Transportation

(USDOT) or ODOT. This plan is intended for informational purposes only and does not
constitute a standard, specification, or regulation.

Transportation plays a vital role in the communities of Region 5, serving as a critical link

to employment, education, h  ealthcare, and essential human services. It enables all
residents fi including older adults and individuals with disabilities fi to live independently
and participate fully in community life. This plan is designed to foster collaboration

among local stakeholders , emphasizing the importance of coordinated efforts to

enhance and streamline transportation services throughout the region. By working

together across county lines, partners can help reduce barriers for non -driving
populations and improve overall access t o0 transportation.

1.1.1 Why does coordination across a region matter?

Regions across the state have been established to bring together rural and urban
communities to improve transportation coordination, reduce duplication and gaps in

service, and eliminate  transportation barriers. Mobility options for individuals who do not
drive themselves is complex and fragmented across each community. Coordination

helps alleviate barriers to non -driving populations by making transportation more
accessible and streamline d.

1.1.2 Transportation networks are fragmented.

Public transportation is essential for individuals who do not drive or are unable to do so,
offering vital access to employm  ent, healthcare, grocery stores,  and other daily needs.
It supports independent liv  ing and enables individuals to remain active, engaged
members of the community.
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1.1.3 Transportation services are fragmented.

Ohi ob6s public transit and human services transp
fragmented, managed across all 88 counties through the involvement of 14 state

agencies and 12 federal agencies. This multilayered structure has led to inconsistencies

in service delivery and management, resulting in a lack of uniformity across counties.

1.2 Purpose of Regional Coordinated Planning

In rec ent years, ODOT began evaluating regional coordination as a strategy to address
a significant challenge: the lack of comprehensive, statewide coordinated

transportation planning. Transportation needs often extend beyond county and

regional boundaries, yet planning efforts have historically remained lo calized. While
most of Cobuntedatfer o@e form of public transportation, some still lack any
services. Additionally, funding for the Specialized Transportation Program (Section 5310)
is limited, maki ng the application process highly competitive. Given these factors,
regional coordination presents a promising approach to improving service efficiency,
expanding access, and addressing gaps in coverage across the state.

Regions were defined based onthe e  xisting boundaries of Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPOs), Rural Transportation Planning Organizations (RTPOs), the Ohio
Department of Medicaid, the Ohio Department of Health, and Area Agencies on Aging
(AAAs) . ODOT anticipates several benefits from  regionalization, including increased
local control over Section 5310 and Mobility Management fun ding, as well as more
efficient administration of transportation  -related awards. This regional approach may
also open up new funding opportunities that were pr eviously unavailable to individual
counties. Regional Coordinated Planning is particularly valuable for communities that

lack a Mobility Manager, Section 5310 funding, or the capacity to develop their own
coordinated plan. Through this effort, these areas can gain access to critical resources.
Ultimately, regional coordination is expected to enhance mobility and increase

ridership across Ohio i especially for older adults and individuals with disabilities.
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2.1 Geographic Area

This plan encompasses eight counties fi Ashland, Crawford, Huron, Knox, Marion,
Morrow, Richland, and Seneca fi collectively forming Region5.

Currently, all 88 counties in Ohio offer some form of transportation service, p rovided
through a mix of governmental, non -profit, and for -profit organizations . Public transit
services are available in 61 counties , including all eight counties in Region 5

Within Region 5:

1 Seven counties receive Rural Transit Funding (Section 5311). T hese counties
typically offer demand  -response services, covering larger geographic areas with
lower population densities. Services are often scheduled in advance and
tailored to rider needs.

9 One county receives Urban Transit Funding (Section 5307). This co  unty offers
fixed -route services, which operate on set schedules along established routes,
generally serving denser populations in smaller geographic areas with higher
demand.

This funding structure reflects the diverse transit needs across Region 5, balan cing rural
accessibility with urban efficiency.

Additionally, coordinated arrangements between public transit and human services
transportation providers support county  -based services in 40 counties, with a limited
number of regional or multi  -county servic e models also in place.

Despite this broad network, transportation services often remain fragmented and

duplicative, with multiple agencies serving the same geographic areas or populations.

This overlap can result in inefficiencies and unmet needs i particul arly when it comes to
cross-county travel, where coordination is often limited or absent. A more integrated

regional approach is necessary to improve service delivery, reduce redundancy, and

better meet the mobility needs of all community members.

To reduc e duplicatio n and address service gaps, ODOT initiated efforts to organize
transportation services into defined regions. This led to the creation of Human Service
Transportation Coordination (HSTC) regions, established using a combination of key

factors, i ncluding demographic trends, county -to -county travel patterns, employment -
related travel, and local economic conditions. Additionally, ODOT aligned these

regions with the boundaries of existing regional entities that plan, fund, and/or provide
transportati on services fi such as AAAs , Managed Care Organizations (MCOs), MPOs,
and RTPOs. This regional structure is intended to promote more efficient, coordinated

service delivery across the state.  As the designated MPO for the region, RCRPCwas
chosen to lead the ¢ oordination of this project.
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Figure 2.1A: Human Services Transportation Coordination Regions Map
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https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/transit/transit-repository-funding/mobility-management-regional-map

Figure 2.1B: Region 5 Map
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2.2 Governance Structure

RCRPC operates under a governance framework that emphasizes transparency,

inclusivity, and collaborative decision

across Richland County.

-making. The Commission is comprised of
representatives from local governments, public agencies, and other key stakeholders

As part of this planning initiative, a Region 5 Committee was established, comprising the
Mobility Managers from each of the eight counties in the region. Each Mobi
Manager also leads a local Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC), which serves as a

16
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platform for gathering input from community stakeholders. The goals presented in this
plan are informed by the priorities and recommendations developed through these
TACs, ensuring that the planning process reflects the needs and perspectives of each
county.

The Region 5 Coordinating Planning Committee ( R5CPC) is responsible for providing

regional insight, identifying local and cross  -county transportation needs, and assisting in

the development of coordinated strategies to enhance mobility and access to
transportation services. Members also contribute to the evaluation of existing services,
prioritize transportation initiatives, and support stakeholder engagement effo rts
throughout the planning process.

Figure 2.2A: Governance Structure Flowchart
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2.3 Roles and Responsibilities
2.3.1 Stakeholders

Stakeholders include individuals, groups, organizations, and businesses that participate
in their respec tive county TAC meetings and actively collaborate with Mobility
Managers to address unmet transportation needs and service gaps within their
communities. These stakeholders represent a diverse cross  -section of the community,
including transit riders, trans portation providers, agencies that coordinate transportation
services for their clients, representatives from health and human service organizations,
county commissioners, and other engaged community members.

2.3.2 Region 5 Coordinated Planning Committee

The R5CPC is composed of the five Mobility Managers serving the counties of Crawford,
Huron, Knox, Marion, Morrow, Richland, and Seneca. These individuals are responsible
for overseeing coordinated transportation planning efforts within their respective

cou nties. While Ashland County is part of Region 5, it currently does not have an

REGION 5 COORDINATED TRANSPORTATION PLAN
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appointed Mobility Manager and is therefore not directly represented on the
committee at this time

2.3.3 Regional Mobility Coordinator

The Regional Mobility Coordinator is resp  onsible for planning, developing,

implementing, and promoting the Coordinated Transportation Plan for Region 5, which
includes the counties of Ashland, Crawford, Huron, Knox, Marion, Morrow, Richland,

and Seneca. The primary goal of this role is to enhance and expand transportation
services that address the needs of individuals with disabilities, older adults, and low -
income residents throughout the region. The Regional Mobility Coordinator also

manages the program application process and ensures compliance with administrative
requirements, including quarterly in  voicing and reporting to ODOT

2.3.4 Lead Agency (MPO) 0 RCRPC

RCRPC serves as the lead agency for Region 5 and houses the Regional Mobility

Coordinator. As the designated MPO, RCRPC is responsible for the adoption of the four -
year coordinated transportation plan. Additionally, the lead agency oversees the

application and administrative responsibilities associated with the Regional Mobility

Coordina tor position, as required by ODOT . This includes secu ring and managing
collaborative funding when necessary to support regional mobility initiatives.
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3.1 Demographics

Demographics studied include seniors, individuals with disabilities, individuals whose
income is below the federal poverty leve |, minorities and limited English -speaking
individuals. Each of these demographics have special needs:

1 Seniors may no longer drive and require accessible, reliable transit to maintain
independence and access healthcare, shopping, and social activities.

1 Individuals with disabilities may need vehicles with specific accommodations
(e.g., wheelchair lifts, paratransit services) and barrier -free infrastructure .

1 Individuals whose income is below the federal poverty level may rely more
heavily on public transporta  tion due to limited access to personal vehicles.

1 Minorities may face transportation challenges due to historical disinvestment and
systemic inequities.

1 Limited English -speaking individuals may require access to multilingual
information, translated material s, user-friendly technology, and culturally
appropriate instruction in order to effectively navigate and utilize alternative
transportation options.

3.2 Current Population

There are eight counties that make up Region 5 with a total estimated 2023 populatio n
of 495,427 . Figures 3.2A and 3.2B illustrate the distribution of population across each of
the counties.

Figure 3.2A: Population by County
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Figure 3.2B: Population by County Map

Belleyue! N

©reensSprngs:
P @

Foltare Z

g Wil
Newlllondon

= |
2

Riyeuiin \ ;
o Ashland, ]
Cra\;vford . ’ county, G,oun'r?l /

C t
Ocl::xford s M‘e'b Wchlan AshI@md 42
Count e
v 4 Ashland

BUCYrUs IVansfiela ‘ County

' w Cresﬂlne Ongerio ’
Gehon
s
B
Belvile

Mount: G|Ieod

a 71

@ardingfon

Loud@nvnle

== Frederncktown
~ Morrow Count :
N Morrow Cguniyy
Meuny; Yeinen
Y |, coveo

25 Centerdirg

Miles

POPULATION
] 35214 - 52296
il 52297 - 62888
=3 62889 - 125138

REGION 5 COORDINATED TRANSPORTATION PLAN

21




3.3 Projected Population
Figure 33Apr esents the r egi aladsdisphbutonie20%0e.dhe@bip

Department of Devel opment has devel oped popul atji

counties up to the year 2050 considering various attributes including birth rates, death

rates, and migration patterns. According to th is extensive research, Regi on 508 s
population is projected to decline by 12.4 percent by 2050, reaching a population of
434,186.

Figure 3.3A: Regional Share of 2050 Projected Population
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Figure3.3Bpr esents the percentage of e aWhileeceoyunt yds
county is expected to decline in population, some counties are expected to lose more

population than others, with the average being 13.5 percent. Knox County is expected

to lose the least amount of residents, declining by less than one percent . On the

opposite side of the spectrum, Crawford County is projected to lose nearly a quar ter of

its existing population.
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Figure 3.3B: Percentage of Population Decline by County from 2023 to 2050
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Figure3.3C presents each countyds ypearinteivaststartingwitd ecl i ne
2030. When spread over five year intervals, the difference in decline rates becomes

more apparent. Due to such differences in rates
isse¢ to fall bel owige3BR Bamby RIO386G.il l ustrates th
projected population in 2050. In Figure 3.3D, the three groups of population shown are

the same as the ones in Figure 3.2B to allow for a direct comparison.

Figure 3.3C: Population by County from 2030 to 2050
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Figure 3.3D: Projected Population in 2050 by County Map
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3.4 Population by Individuals Aged 65 or Older

Figure 3.4 A presents the distribution of individuals aged 65 or older across each of the
counties . As many seniors may no longer drive, accessible and reliable tra nsportation
options are essential to support their independence, enabling them to access

healthcare, shopping, social activities, and other vital services

As a whole, roughly one out of five individuals in Region 5 are aged 65 or older, with an
average of 19 percent and ranging from 17.3 percent to 21.2 percent among the eight
counties.

Figure 3.4A: Regional Share of Population Over 65
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3.4.1 Population Over 65 County -Level Comparison
Fgure 34dBcompares each countyo6s peraged n6barglder othe popul
entir e srawmdeomiic¢hisl9 percentt. Cr awf ord Countyds average

higher than the other counties, while the opposite is true for Marion County. This
indicates that more senior -focused transportation resources may be need  ed for
Crawford County. In the case of Marion County, a portion of the senior -focused
transportation resources may be better spent on other vulnerable populations. A similar
situation exists for both Ashland and Huron counties. The presence of Kenyon Colle gein

Knox County possibly has likely contributed to it having the regional average of
population aged 65 or older.
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Figure 3.4B: Percentage of Population Over 65 by County Compared to Regional
Average
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3.4.2 Population Over 65 Census Tract Level Compariso n

Figure34C i s a map that compares each countyds cen

populaton aged 65 or ol der to the entire redorthem 0 s
most part, the population aged 65 or older is fairly evenly spread between urban,

suburban, and rura | areas. Any increase in senior -focused transportation services in

Crawford County should target the rural areas of the southeast part of the county , While

in increase in Ashland County should target the southern half . Should Marion County

and Huron County scale back on senior -focused transportation services, an area to

scale back on would be  the rural eastern half of Marion C  ounty and southern half of

Huron County .
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Figure 3.4C: Map of Percentage of Population Over 65
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3.5 Population of Individuals with Disabilities

Figure 3.5A presents the distribution of individuals with disabilities across each of the
counties . This population often requires specialized transportation accommodations f
such as w heelchair -accessible vehicles, paratransit services, and barrier -free
infrastructure i to ensure safe, reliable, and equitable mobility throughout the region.

As a whole, roughly one out of six individuals in Region 5 live with disabilities, with an
average of 16.7 percent and ranging from 13.6 percent to 20 .4 percent among the
eight counties.

Figure 3.5A: Regional Share of Individuals with Disabilities
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3.5.1 Individuals with Disabilities County -Level Comparison
Figure35B compar es each ¢ ounofppdulatiorp eaged éhdr adgreto the
entire regionds aver ag eltappean b thalthereds atdhcemratipne r ce nt .
of individuals with disabilities population in both Marion and Richland Counties. This
indicates that in those two counties, mor e transportation resources for that population

may be needed. In the case of Ashland, Knox, Morrow, and Seneca counties , a portion
of the transportation services focusing on individuals with disabilities may be better

spent on other vulnerable populations.
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Figure 3.5B: Percentage of Individuals with Disabilities by County Compared to Regional
Average
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3.5.2 Individuals with Disabilities Census Tract Level
Comparison
Figure35C i s a map that compares each countyds cen
individualswi t h di sabilities to the entire rdégthends
most part, individuals with disabilities are typically concentrated in the urban areas of
each county. While Richland and Marion  both appear to have a higher average of
individual s with disabilities, the parts of the co
disabled popul ati on is concentrated in the urban ar
concentrated in rural parts of the county. This indicates that Marion County may want
to focus more of its resources on accessible transportation for rural residents.
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Figure 3.5C: Map of Percentage of Individuals with Disabilities by Census Tract
Compared to the Regional Average
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3.6 Population of Individuals Whose Income is Below
the Federal Pov erty Level

Figure 3.6 A presents the population o f individuals classified as low -income or living

below the poverty level. These individuals often have limited access to personal

vehicles and may depend more heavily on public transportation to reach employm ent,
healthcare, education, and other essential services

As a whole, roughly one out of seven individuals have an income that is below the
federal poverty level in Region 5, with an average of 14.1 percent and ranging from
10.4 percentto 17.4 percentamo ng the eight counties.

Figure 3.6 A: Regional Share of Individuals Whose Income is Below the Federal Poverty
Level
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3.6.1 Individuals Whose Income is Below t he Federal Poverty

Level County -Level Comparison

Figure 3.6B compar es each ¢ ountlgwiiaconpeeindviduals ta theeenticef
regionds aver age, whliappbarsithatthérdis dahigipeetnan regional
avera ge of low-income individuals in both Marion and Richland Counties. This  would
indicate that there is a need for affordable tra nsportation options . The opposite is true in
counties such as Morrow , where there is a lower than regional average of individuals

whose income is below the federal poverty level. These counties could consider

focusing a portion of their resources targeting low -income individuals to other

vulnerable populations.
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Figure 3.6B: Percentage of Individuals Whose Income is Below the Federal Poverty Level
by County Compared to Regional Average
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3.6.2 Individuals Whose Income is Below the Federal Poverty

Level Cen sus Tract Level Comparison
Figure3.6C i s a map that compares each countyds ¢

individual s wh
average, which is 14.1 percent.

ose income is below the feder al
About half of the counties in Region 5 have high

poverty level s in the urban areas and the other half in more rural areas. This indicates
that while not all counties are the same as far as locations of impoverished populations,

affordable transportation op
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Figure 3.6C: Map of Percentage of Individuals Whose Income is Below the Federal
Poverty Level by Census Tract Compared to Regional Average
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3.7 Population of Minorities

Figure 3.7A presents the distribution of minorities across each of the counties. Minority
populations are more likely to experience discrimination than White populations and

may avoid using transportation that they perceive is discriminatory. Public

transportation agencies that receive federal funding are required by law to avoid
discriminatory practices. However, private transportation services such as intercity bus
services, rideshare companies , and taxis often do not receive federal funding and thus
fall outside the purview of these laws.  Additionally, the communities that minorities live

in often were historically subjected to disinvestment.

Figure 3.7A: Regional Share of Minorities
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Figure 3.7B illustrates the percentag e of minorities in each county.  As a whole, the race

of Region 586s popul ation is over whe6pacentgidy Whi t

ranging from 85 percent to 95.5 percent amo ng the eight counties.
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Figure 3.7B: Percentage of Minorities by County
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Figure 3.7C presents the minority makeup of each county. Note that other race in
Figure 3.7C includes American Indian/Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander,
and some other race. In most of the counties, the majority of minorities identify as two or
more races. Marion, Richland, and Seneca are different due to having higher than
average Bl ack popul at andtwsar mavkaace populatisns &é a c k
about equally split while Richland County has a much higher percentage of Black
residents. Crawford County has the highest Asian population percentage and Huron

County has the highest two or more races percentage in th e region. Seneca C
minority population is the most racially diverse in the region since three of the four

minority groups each make up over 20 percent. It also has the highest percentage of

other race.

Figure 3.7C: Minority Makeup of Each County
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3.7.1 Race County -Level Comparison

Figure3.27/Dcompares each countyds percentage of mino
average which is 9.4 percent. Despite being the most racially diverse county when the

White population is excluded, Seneca County falls bel ow Marion and Richland but still

has a higher than average amount of minorities.
average can be attributed to it having the highest percentage of two or more races.

Interestingly, the minority percentages of the remaining four ¢ ounties are each about

3.5 percent below average.

Figure 3.7D: Percentage of Minorities by County Compared to Regional Average
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3.7.2 Race Census Tract Level Comparison
Figure3.7JEi s a map that compares each countyds per cg
entre regionds avieYdepgantwhi ch
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Figure 3.7E: Percentage of Minorities by Census Tract Compared to Regional Average
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3.8 Population of Individuals with Limited English
Proficiency

Figure 3.8A presents the regional share of individuals with limited English proficiency. Life
in the United States can be challenging for those who do not speak or read English

proficiently. English is ubiquitous to the country and nearly all signage and printed

materials do not have translations of what is being presente d on them. In recent years,
however, getting by without knowing English, or nearly any other language, has

become easier. Various translation websites are available as well as websites with

information about local transportation services. Those who need in formation about

local public transit, for example, can go to its website and then copy the text into a

translator. However, in the physical space, these options may not always be available

and, as a result, some English proficiency is still necessary.

As a whole, the percentage of individuals with limited English proficiency in Region 5 is
very low, with an average of 1.4 percent and ranging from 0.9 percent to 2.2 percent
among the eight counties. This low number does not negate the importance of its
consideration in this plan.

Figure 3.8A: Regional Share of Individuals with Limited English Proficiency
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3.8.1 Individuals with Limited English Proficiency County -

Level Comparison

Figure3.8Bc ompares each countyds percentage hof i
proficiency to the regionds average which i s
demographics studied in this plan, the above average percentages for this one do not

gravitate toward the most populated counties. The reasoning behind this is unclear. In

any case, transportation services in Ashland, Huron, and Knox counties may need to be

more aware of riders who are not well ~ -versed in English and be more willing and able to

assist in that regard.
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Figure 3.8B: Percentage of Individuals with Limited English Pro  ficiency by County
Compared to Regional Average
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3.8.2 Individuals with Limited English P roficiency Census Tract

Level Comparison
Figure3.8Ci s a map that compares each countyds

cens

U s

individuals with limited English proficiency to the entire region®ls4d averaf(e

percent.

REGION 5 COORDINATED TRANSPORTATION PLAN 39




Figure 3.8C: Percentage of Individuals with Limited English Proficiency by Census Tract
Compared to Regional Average
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4.1 Commute Patterns

Long driving distances represent one of the most si  gnificant barriers to transportation
access, particularly in rural communities. To better understand regional commuting

patterns and identify where individuals are travelin g for employment, figures 4.1A and
4.1B present the various means of travel to work  across the region. The majority of
commuters drive alone. Those who do not drive alone overwhelmingly choose to

carpool. This is indicative o f a lack of alternatives to  using a private automobile  as well
as highlights automobile orientation in regional dev elopment patterns

Figure 4.1A: Percentage of Individuals who Commute by Driving Alone
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Figure 4.1B: Means of Transportation to Work Excluding Driving Alone and Working from
Home
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This lack of alternatives combined with automobile oriented development pa tterns can
make life very difficult for  those who, for whatever reason, do not own a motor vehicle.
Figure 4.1C indicates that between 1.8 and 4.9 percent of Region 5 county residents do

not own a motor vehicle. The majority of households are split between owning two
motor vehicles and owning three or more , which is also very telling . There are many
reasons why one may not own a motor vehicle, including, but not limited to, religious

views, not needing one due to having other viable alternatives, and not be ing able to
afford one.

CoST OFMOTORVEHICLEOWNERSHIP

One major barrier to owning a motor vehicle is the cost associated with it. A fter
decades of relative stability , the cost of vehicle ownership has increased by about 20
percent since the COVID -19 pand emic. A large portion of this is due to fixed costs such
as the purchase and financing of a motor vehicle. Variable costs, such as fuel,
maintenance, and insurance have also risen at a similar rate but tend to be more

volatile. Due to transportation expend itures in the US usually being inversely correlated
with income, those with lower incomes must spend a higher portion of their income on

a motor vehicle. This exacerbates economic and social inequalities and leaves those
individuals with less funds to spen d on other essential needs. The lack of viable
alternatives to using personal vehicles combined with sprawling development patterns
requires people to either own a personal motor vehicle to access essential destinations
or face limited economic or social 0  pportunities. Rising motor vehicle costs highlights
the need for not only public transit in general but also the need for seamless and well
integrated public transit to aid in travel that extends beyond the urban areas and
crosses county lines.

Figure 4.1C: Motor Vehicles Available by County
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4.1.1 Household s without Motor Vehicles County -Level

Comparison
Figure4lDcompar es each count ylfossehpldsrwitheuhrmotogvehicles
to the ent iavemgerwhichiis®.8 pescent. Knox County stan ds out by being

1.7 percent above the regionds average, while M
The presence of Kenyon College in Knox County may be a major contributor to its
higher percentage since college students often do not bring a motor vehicle with

them. This indicates that there is less of a need for alternative transportation services
and/or infrastructure in Marion, Morrow, and Seneca counties and more of a need for
Ashland, Richland, and Knox Counties.

Figure 4.1D: Percentage of Households w ithout Motor Vehicles by County Compared to
Regional Average
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4.1.2 Households without Motor Vehicles Census Tract Level

Comparison

Figure41lEi s a map that compares teraxtht T umdryden tceqe
households without motor vehicle stotheentir e regi ondés average, whic
In the counties of Richland, Seneca, Ashland, Knox , and Morrow, there are higher Amish
populations. This could contribute to the areas with higher than the regional average of
households without motor  vehicles. Urban area residents may have less of a need for a

motor vehicle because they are closer to the services they require and alternatives

such as transit service may be more available.
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Figure 4.1E: Map of Households without Motor Vehicles by Census Tract Compar ed to

Regional Average
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4.2 Trip Generators

A trip generator is any location  that attracts a significant number of trips. Examples
include an event venue, an amusement park, a shopping mall, a large factory, an

office building, an apartment complex, and m any others. For this plan, trip generators
focusing on major employment locations, shopping areas, senior care homes, and

public agencies that support the well -being of seniors, individuals with disabilities, and
individuals whose income is below the feder al poverty level were mapped

The trip generator types indicated in figures 4.2B, 4.2D, 4.2F, 4.2H, 4.2J, 4.2L, 4.2N, and
4.2P are defined as follows:

9 Education includes universities and clusters of schools. Individual schools that are
scattered are notin cluded because they do not have significant numbers of
employees or students .

1 Government includes offices or agencies that support employment and the well -
being of seniors, county offices, or an office or agency with significant numbers
of employees.

9 Industry includes single facilities with significant numbers of employees and
concentrations of industries in a single district.

Medical includes hospitals and clusters of hospitals and/or medical offices.

Shopping includes concentrations of retailers in distri cts and along major road
corridors. Individual retailers that are scattered are not included because they
do not have significant numbers of employees.

1 Senior Care Home includes nursing homes, assisted living homes, retirement
communities, and other simila  r facilities.

4.2.1 Regional Trip Generators

Figure 4. 2A maps the regionds trip generators.

urban areas. Several counties have clusters of schools located in rural areas. A large
baking mix mill is located in rural  Marion County and a large national retailer distribution
center is located in rural Morrow  County. Several patterns are noticeable:

9 Senior care homes are often located on the edges of towns and the
government services supporting them are often located in t he downtowns which
can pose a challen ge for transportation.

1 Major industries and industrial parks are also commonly located on the edges of
towns or outside of them which can increase commute distances for employees
livingint he t acenmmabaseas oron the opposite side

1 Rural areas sometimes have clusters of schools in one location which is more
efficient and convenient but can also increase commute distances for
employees, school transportation services, parents, and students.
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Figure 4.2A: Regional Ma p of Trip Generators
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4.2.2 Ashland County Trip Generators

Ashl and Countyds trip generators are mostly
two in the southern part which are related to tourism at Moh ican State Park. In  Ashland,
several senior care ho mes are located along the US 42 and US 250 bypass on the edge
of the town, while most of the  public services are located in the central part of the city,
about a mile away from them. Similarly, many industries are also located in parks near

the bypass and |-71 exit. The most prominent educational facility in Ashland is Ashland
University, which is located just southwest of the downtown. Transportation services may

need to focus on connecting the bypass area to the university and downtown. Note
that some tri p generators listed in Figure 4.2B may not be labelled in Figure 4.2C due to
space limitations.

Figure 4.2B: Ashland County Trip Generator Table

TRIPG ENERATORY/ISIBLE INMGURE4.2C

COUNT NUMBER TYPE NAME

1 63 Government Ohio Department of Transportati  on District 3
Office

2 64 Industry North Ashland Industrial District

3 65 Industry Packaging Corporation of America

4 66 Industry Northeast Ashland Industrial District

5 67 Shopping East Main Street Corridor Retail

6 68 Industry Charles River Laborato ries

7 69 Industry East Ashland Industrial District

8 70 Industry Snyderds Lance

9 71 Shopping Claremont Avenue Corridor Retail

10 73 Education Ashland City Schools

11 74 Education Ashland University

12 75 Medical University Hospital Samaritan Medica | Center

13 77 Government Ashland County Council on Aging

14 78 Government Ashland County Job & Family Services

15 79 Government Ashland County

16 80 Shopping Downtown Ashland

17 81 Senior Care Home Good Shepherd Villa

48
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18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89

Senior Care Home
Senior Care Home
Senior Care Home
Senior Care Home
Senior Care Home
Senior Care Home
Shopping

Shopping

Chrystal Care Centers of Ashland
Lutheran Village of Ashland
Bretheran Care Village

Mill Run Place

The Inn at Ashland Woods
Kingston Care & Reha bilitation
Downtown Loudonville

Mohican State Park Recreation District
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Figure 4.2C: Map of Ashland County Trip Generators
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4.2.3 Crawford County Trip Generators

CrawfordCounty 6 s tri p generator s arséwollamge tgund \Bucyrus, t h e

being the county seat, houses all of the government agency trip generators. In that
town , there is a noticeable concentration of senior care homes in the southeast corner

which are rough ly a mile and a half from public  servicesi n downt own and t

major hospital. Industrial areas are located along the northeast edge near the US 30
bypass and south of the downtown. In Galion, the senior care homes are clustered
along the OH 598 corridor but are located closer to shopping ar eas and the local
hospital than they are in Bucyrus. Like Bucyrus, Galion also has a centrally located
industrial area and an industrial park near US 30. Crestlineds main
downtown. Regionally, transportation services may need to focus on connecting
Gal ion to Bucyrus. Locally, transportation services may need to focus on linking the
cluster of senior care homes to the downtown and hospital in Bucyrus as well as the

general population to the industrial areas along US 30.

Figure 4.2D: Crawfo rd County Trip Generator Table
TRIPG ENERATORY/ISIBLE INMGURE4.2E

dr aw

COUNT NUMBER TYPE NAME

1 142 Government Crawford County

2 143 Government Crawford County Job & Family Services
3 144 Government Crawford County Council on Aging

4 145 Shopping Downt own Bucyrus

5 146 Shopping East Mansfield Street Corridor Retail
6 147 Industry Timken

7 148 Industry South Bucyrus Industrial District

8 149 Industry North Bucyrus Industrial District

9 150 Medical Avita Health System Bucyrus Hospital
10 151 Senior Care Home Legacy Bucyrus

11 153 Senior Care Home Trustwell Living at Carlistle Place

12 154 Senior Care Home Ridgewood Senior Apartments

13 155 Senior Care Home Kettle Run

14 156 Senior Care Home Altercare Bucyrus

15 157 Senior Care Home Orchard Park Assisted Living

16 131 Shopping Downtown Galion
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132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141

Medical

Industry
Education
Industry

Shoppin g

Senior Care Home
Senior Care Home
Senior Care Home
Senior Care Home

Shopping

Avita Health System Galion Hospital
Central Galion Industrial District
Galion City Schools

North Galion Industrial District
West Galion Commercial District
Sighature HealthCARE of Galion
Mill Creek Nursing

JAG Healthcare Galion

Magnolia Terrace

Downtown Crestli ne
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Figure 4.2E: Map of Crawford County Trip Generators
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4.2.4 Huron County Trip Generators

Huron County has the majority  of its trip generators in three  towns: Bellevue, Willard, and
Norwalk. Norwalk, being the county seat, houses all of the government a gency trip
generators. Both Bellevue and Willard have many industrial jobs. New London, in the
southeastern corner of the county, has a school complex and shopping in its

downtown. Close to the intersection of US 250 and the US 20 southern bypass in Norwal k

is the hospital and the countyds job services a

of the senior care homes in the county are in Norwalk, including one that is next to, and

owned by the same organization as, the hospital. Two more are just north of there and

another is on the northern edge of town. Industries in Norwalk are scattered and one is

nearly two miles east of the city limits.  In Willard, there is also a hospital and one  senior

care home close to it.  Industries are located in the eastern  half of the town with the
exception of a rail yard about a mile west of t
the townds northern half. Regionally, transport
Willard's and Bel |l evueds i nidcallyg, tnmpiowng thd connddtmm ofithe Kk .

three other senior care homes in Norwalk to the hospital and the senior services office

could be a focus. Note that some trip generators listed in Figure 4.2F may not be

labelled in Figure 4.2G due to space limitation S.

Figure 4.2F: Huron County Trip Generator Table
TRIPG ENERATORY/ISIBLE IHGURE4.2G

COUNT NUMBER TYPE NAME

1 38 Medical Fisher-Titus Medical Center

2 39 Government Huron County

3 40 Shopping Downtown Norwalk

4 41 Government Huron County Job Servi ces

5 42 Government Huron County Senior Enrichment Services
6 43 Industry North Norwalk Industrial District

7 44 Shopping Milan Avenue Corridor Retail

8 45 Industry Norwalk Furniture

9 46 Industry R&L Carriers

10 47 Industry West Norwalk Industrial D istrict

11 48 Senior Care Home Gaymont Care & Rehabilitation

12 49 Senior Care Home Twilight Gardens Nursing & Rehabilitation
13 50 Senior Care Home The Carriage House of Fisher -Titus
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37
34
35
36
61
62

Senior Care Home
Indu stry

Industry

Industry

Medical

Shopping
Education
Shopping

Industry

Senior Care Home
Industry

Industry

Industry

Shopping
Shopping

Education

Luther Oaks Retirement Apartments
Pepperidge Farm

Stanley Black & Decker

Lakeside Book Company

Mercy Willard Hospital

Walton Street Corridor Retall
Willard City Schools

Downtown Willard

CSX Transportation Willard Yard
Embassy of Willard

Berry Global

Norfolk Southern Bellevue Rail Yard
Bellevue Industrial District
Downtown Bellevue

New London Schools

Downtown New London
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Figure 4.2G: Map of Huron County Trip Generators
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4.2.5 Knox County Trip Generators

KnoxCounty s trip generators ar e mindredencktown, théreisn Mo un
aschoolcomplex and some i ndust r y stermhalft Ceeterburg is holheto we
two senior care homes and a lively downtown. Mount Vernon is characterized by older
neighborhoods in the central p  art and newer, suburban -style development on the

south and east sides. Go vernment offices are concentrated in the central part. The
south side is home to an industrial park along with a college and school complex while

the east side has a retail strip along US 3 6, newer residential development, a major

hospital, and several sen ior care homes. East of Mount Vernon is Gambier, home of

Kenyon College. Regionally, linking both Gambier and Fredericktown to Mount Vernon

can be a focus of transportation services. While the senior care homes are grouped

near the ho spital, they are still about two m iles from the downtown and  transportation
services could focus on this connectivity. Note that some trip generators listed in Figure
4.2H may not be labelled in Figure 4.2I due to space limitations.

Figure 4.2H: Knox County Trip Generator Table
TRIPG ENERATORY/ISIBLE INNGURE4.2|

COUNT NUMBER TYPE NAME

1 99 Shopping Downtown Mount Vernon

2 100 Government Knox County

3 101 Industry Ariel Corporation

4 102 Industry South Mount Vernon Industrial District
5 103 Education Mount Vernon Nazare ne University
6 104 Education Mount Vernon City Schools

7 105 Shopping Harcourt Road Corridor Retail

8 106 Medical Knox Community Hospital

9 107 Shopping Coshocton Road Corridor Retail

10 108 Senior Care Home Danbury Mount Vernon

11 109 Senior Care Home  Brookdale Mount Vernon

12 110 Senior Care Home Country Club Rehabilitation Campus
13 111 Senior Care Home The Ohio Eastern Star Home

14 112 Senior Care Home The Living Center

15 113 Senior Care Home The Laurels of Mount Vernon

16 114 Medical Mount Vernon Developmental Center
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Education
Government
Industry

Industry

Shopping
Education
Education

Senior Care Home
Senior Care Home

Shopping

Kenyon College

Knox County Child Support Services
Kokosing Construction Company

FT Precision

Downtown Fredericktown

Frederick town Schools

East Knox Schools

Centerburg Pointe

Centerburg Place

Downtown Centerburg
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Fgure 4.21: Map of Knox County Trip Generators
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4.2.6 Marion County Trip Generators

Mar i on Countyds trip generators are mostly conc
also exists in the northeastern edge of the county and a school complex is located

about five miles south of Marionds city Iltiymits.
clusters in the western and northern parts of the town. Several industries are located

outside of the city limits. Government offices are located in the downtown and in a

complex in the south side. Also on the south side are two hospitals, a concentrat ion of

Ssi X senior care homes, the countyds senior ser vV

east side of Marion along US 23 are four more senior care homes, a retail district, a

college, and a career center. Transportation services could focus on linki ng the
industries outside of city limits and the trip generators within the US 23 corridor to the

ce ntral part of Marion. For transportation services focusing on individuals aged 65 or
older , the senior care homes on the south and east sides could be conne cted tothe
downtown area . Note that some trip generators listed in Figure 4.2J may not be labelled
in Figure 4.2K due to space limitations.

Figure 4.2J: Marion County Trip Generators
TRIPG ENERATORSY/ISIBLE INNGURE4.2K

COUNT  NUMBER TYPE NAME
1 161 Industry Union Tank Car
2 162 Industry Nucor Steel
3 163 Shopping South Delaware Avenue Corridor Retail
4 164 Medical OhioHealth Marion General Hospital
5 165 Medical OhioHealth Smith Clinic
6 166 Government Marion County
7 167 Government Marion County Job & Family Services
8 168 Government Marion County Council on Aging
9 169 Senior Care Home Embassy of Marion
10 170 Senior Care Home The Wyndmoor of Marion
11 171 Senior Care Home Primrose Retirement Community of Marion
12 172 Senior Care Home Villas at Center Park
13 173 Senior Care Home Chadwick Place
14 174 Senior Care Home DeWolfe Place
15 175 Senior Care Home Brownstone Terrace
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Shopping
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Industry
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Go vernment
Industry

Industry

Industry

Industry

Industry
Education
Shopping
Education
Industry

Education

Kingston Residence

Presidential Post Acute

Legacy

Downtown Marion

Marion Airport Industrial District

CSX Transportation Marion Yard
Northwest Marion Industrial District
Marion Correction Institution

North Central Correctional Complex
North Marion Industrial District
Northeast Marion Industrial District
POET Marion

Graphic Packaging International
Whirlpool Cor poration

Ohio State University Marion Campus
Mount Vernon Avenue Corridor Retall
TriRivers Career Center

Mennel Milling Bakery Mix

Pleasant Schools
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Figure 4.2K: Map of Marion County Trip Generators
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4.2.7 Morrow County Trip Generators
Morrow County is fairly rural in nature and has most of its trip generators in its seat,
Mount Gilead. Two major industries are located in the county, one in Cardington, and

onealong!l -7 1

near

Marengo. A

school compl ex

development is largely contained to the OH 95 corridor, with the downtown, two
government agencies, and a school complex in the eastern half and a cluster of senior

care homes and th e local hospital in the western half.

Transportation services could

focus on connecting Cardington and the Dollar Tree Distribution Center to Mount

Gilead. Local transportat ion services in Mount Gilead could

generator clusters in the western half to the eastern half.

focus on linking the trip

listed in Figure 4.2L may not be labelled in Figure 4.2M due to space limitations.

Figure 4.2L: Morrow County Trip Generators
TRIPGENERATORY/ISIBLE INHGURE4.2M

COUNT

w

© 00 ~N o o s
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121
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125
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128
129
130
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119
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TYPE
Government

Shopping

Government

Education

Medical
Government
Shopping

Senior Care Home
Senior Care Home
Senior Care Home
Industry

Shopping

Industry

Education

NAM E
Morrow County

Downtown Mount Gilead

Morrow County Board of Developmental
Disabilities

Mount Gilead Schools

Morrow County Hospital

Morrow County Job & Fa mily Services
West Marion Street Corridor Retall
Woodside Village Care Center

Woods Mount Gilead Manor

The Reserve at Mount Gilead
Cardington Yutaka T echnologies Inc .
Downtown Cardington

Dollar Tree Distribution Center

Highland Schools

Note that some trip generators
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Figure 4.2M : Map of Morrow County Trip Generators
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4.2.8 Richland County Trip Generators

Richland County has two tr ip generator concentrations in Shelby and Mansfield.

Lexington is industrialized and has a single senior care home while Bellville is

characterized by shopping in the downtown and at the OH 97 and | -71 interchange. A
rural school complex is located northea st of Mansfield. In Mansfield, trip generators are
evenly spread across it with a cluster of government services in the downtown, industrial
areas on the north and northwest sides, shopping areas in the western half, and senior
care homes and medical facil  ities on the south and southwest sides.  Government
services can also be found at a complex southwest of the downtown. Several senior

care homes are located near the downtown, which places them close to shopping,
government services, apia. Séniorecarechiomeg dresalsorlacated h o s
within the Trimble Road and US 42 corridors. Some industry can be found in older areas
close to the downtown but the majority of it is located in parks, the largest of which is

on the northern edge of the citylimi t s near Mansfiel dds airport.

suburb of Mansfield, has industrial areas and government agencies of its own, including
the agency on aging,  but is most known for its retail offerings within the Lexington
Springmill Road corridor. Additiona Ily, a university branch is near the retail corridor.
Shelby has industrial areas on its south and north sides, a college and career center,

and a local hospital. Senior care homes in that community can be found next to the
hospital and in the south side.  Transportation services could focus on connecting
Shel by, Lexington, and Ontario to Mansfield.
transportation services within the city could be used to link residents to the i ndustrial
areas and link individuals aged 65 or ol  der to government agencies in the downtown
and the various shopping areas.  Note that some trip generators listed in Figure 4.2N
may not be labelled in Figure 4.20 due to space limitations.

Figure 4.2N : Richland County Trip Generators
TRIPG ENERATORY/ISIBE INHGURE4.20

COUNT NUMBER TYPE NAME
1 194 Medical OhioHealth Mansfield Hospital
2 196 Medical Trimble Road Corridor Medical
3 197 Medical Akron Childrends Hospi
4 198 Medical Avita Health Ontario Hospital
5 201 Senior Care Home The Waterford a t Mansfield
6 202 Senior Care Home Applewood Place I
7 203 Senior Care Home Primrose Retirement Community of
Mansfield
8 204 Senior Care Home Wedgewood Estates
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Senior Care Home
Senior Care Home
Senior Care Home
Senior Care Home
Senior Care Home

Senior Care Home

Senior Care Home  Winchester Terrace Nursing Center

Senior Care Home
Senior Care Home
Senior Care Home

Senior Care Home

Senior Care Home  Ontario Pointe Assisted Living

Senior Care Home
Medical
Government
Government
Gove rnment
Government
Government
Government
Government
Education
Medical
Government
Government
Shopping
Shopping
Shopping

Trustwell Living at Mansfield Place
Liberty Nursing Center of Mansfield
Diamond View Residential Care
Conard House Assisted Living
Mansfield Memorial Homes

West Park Senior Living

Oak Grove Manor
Arbors at Mifflin
Chrystal Care Centers of Mansfield

Ontario Estates Senior Living

Lexington Court Care Center

University Hospital Samaritan Health Center
Richland County

Richland County Job & Family Services
Richland County Longview Center
Richland County Sterkel Complex

City of Mansfield & Municipal Court
Area Agency on Aging

Richland County Juvenile Court

Ohio State University Mansfield Campus
OhioHealth Emergency Care Center
Mansfield Correctional Institution
Richland Correctional Institution

Ashland Road Corridor Retail

Downtown Mansfield

South Mansfield Commercial District
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Medical
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Lexington Avenue Corridor Retail
Trimble Road Corridor Retall

West Park Avenue Corridor Retall
West Fourth Street Cor ridor Retail
Lexington Springmill Road Corridor Retalil
Main Street Corridor Retail
Downtown Lexington

Mansfield Airport Industrial District
North Mansfield Industrial Dist rict
East Mansfield Industrial District
Gorman Rupp Pumps

Cleveland -Cliffs

West Mansfield Industrial District
Therm-O-Disc

East Lexington Industrial Distr ict
South Lexington Industrial District
East Ontario Industrial District
Central Ontario Industrial District
OhioHealth Shelby Hospital
Crestwood Care Center

Heritage Care Center

Kehoe Center North Central State College
Pioneer Career & Technical Center
Downtown Shelby

Mansfield Avenue Corridor Retall
Southeast Shelby Industrial District
MTD

ArcelorMittal
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Figure 4.20: Map of Richland County Trip Generators
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4.2.9 Seneca County Trip Generators

Seneca County has two trip generator concentrations in Tiffin and Fostoria. Fostoria is
fairly industrialized and has two senior care homes. Industry is located in the north, east,
and south sides and arail yard is located about two miles east of the town limits.
Portions of Fostoria are within neighboring Hancock and Wood counties (not mapped),

and in the Hanco ck County portion has its local hospital. Tiffin is unique in the region as
it has two universities next to the downtown. In the same general area are two senior

care homes, government agencies, and two major industries. In the west side at the
intersectio n of OH 18 and US 224 is a group of senior care homes, industry, a retail
district, and a hospital. The Sisters of Saint Francis complex just south of downtown

includes a senior care home and a hospital. Approximately half a mile south of the city

limits near the intersection of OH 100 and  US 224 is a complex made up of several
government agencies. Transportation services can focus on connecting Fostoria to

Tiffin. Within Tiffin, services could connect the generators along the US 224 corridor,
including the government services complex, to the downtown. Such a connection
would also benefit s eniors living at those senior care homes.  Note that some trip
generators listed in Figure 4.2P may not be labelled in Figure 4.2Q due to space

limitations.

Figure 4.2P: Seneca County Trip Generators
TRIPG ENERATORY/ISIBLE INHGURE4.2Q

COUNT  NUMBER TYPE NAME
1 3 Medical Mercy Tiffin Hospital
2 4 Education Heidelberg University
3 5 Industry National Machinery
4 6 Education Tiffin University
5 10 Industry Seneca Medic al
6 11 Medical Sisters of Saint Francis
7 13 Government Seneca County
8 14 Government Seneca County Job & Family Services
9 15 Government Seneca County Commission on Aging
10 16 Senior Care Home The Willows at Tiffin
11 17 Senior Care Home Friedman Village at Saint Francis
12 18 Senior Care Home Elmwood at The Shawhan
13 19 Senior Care Home Seneca House
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14 20 Senior Care Home Autumnwood Care Center

15 21 Shopping Market Street Corridor Retail

16 22 Industry South Tiffin Industrial District

17 23 Industry North Tiffin Industrial District

18 24 Shopping Downtown Tiffin

19 25 Industry North Fostoria Industrial District

20 26 Industry East Fostoria Industrial District

21 27 Industry Norfolk Southern Fostoria Rail Yard

22 28 Shopping Downtown Fo storia

23 8 Industry Mennel Milling

24 31 Industry South Fostoria Industrial District

25 32 Senior Care Home Good Shepherd Home

26 33 Senior Care Home Saint Catherineds Mano
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Figure 4.2Q : Map of Seneca County Trip Generators
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5.1 Assessment of Available Services

Evaluating the capabilities of service providers and analyzing existing gaps and
overlaps in transportation services within each community equips transportation
planners with the critical insights needed to enhance th e overall transportation
network. This process supports the development of targeted improvements that
strengthen service delivery both within individual counties and across county
boundaries, fostering a more efficient, coordinated, and accessible regional
transportation system.

The lead agency identified key stakeholders to participate in the assessment of

available transportation services. These stakeholders included individuals already

engaged in their respective county TACs, as represented by the Mobili ty Managers who
facilitate those meetings. Where applicabl e,
Coordinated Transportation Plan was incorporated to supplement and enrich the data

collected during this regional planning effort.

5.2 Inventory of Transpo rtation Providers

The lead agency identified relevant stakeholders to participate in the assessment of

available transportation services. These stakehold  ers are members of the TACs within
each county and were represented by the respective Mobility Managers who

coordinate those committees. When applicable, data and insights from existing county -
level Coordinated Transportation Plans were utilized to supplement and support the

information gathered throughout this regional planning effort.

Figure 5.2A: Table of Transportation Providers

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATIONSERVICEPROVIDERSLIST

ASHLAND C OUNTY Ashland Public Transit

Ashland County Council on Aging

NET Transportation

Ashland County Board of Developmental Disabilities
Ashland County Veterans Transportation

All-Ways Trans Plus Inc.

Lyft

CRAWFORD COUNTY

= =4 =4 -4 -4 - -

Buckeye Taxi
Crawford County Council on Aging (CCCOA)

Crawford County Board of Developmental Disabilities

= =4 =4 4

Crawford County Department of Job and Family Services
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Crawford County Veterans Services

OCC Taxi

SCAT (Seneca -Crawford County Area Transit)
United Way of Crawford County

HURON C OUNTY

= =4 =4 =

Huron County Transit

Senior Enrichment Services: Senior Express

Huron County Veterans Services

Huron County Department of Job and Family Services
Huron County Board of Devel opmental Disabilities
Flat Rock Homes, LLC

Ability Works

North Central EMS

Lyft

KNOX COUNTY Knox Area Transit (KAT)
NET (Non-Emergency Transportation)
GoBus

=4 =4 -4 -4 A4 -4 - A -

Station Break

Knox County Veterans Services

Elite Transport Group

Elite Medical Transportation

Independency, LLC

Apple Lane Transportation

Interchurch Social Services of Knox County
Knox County Department of Job and Family Services
Ontario Cab Company

Mount Vernon Health and Rehabilitation
Brookdale of Mount Vernon

Country Club Rehabilitation Campus

The Laurels of Mount Vernon

=A =4 =4 4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 - - A

The Living Center
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Ohio Eastern Star Home
Veterans Services of Knox County

Whispering Hills Nursing Home

= =4 =4 =

Centerburg Pointe

MARION C OUNTY Blue Bell Taxi

Frankds Taxi

Lynx EMS

Marion Area Transit (MAT)

Marion Senior Center

Mario n County Council on Aging

Marion County Department of Developmental Disabilities
Marion County Veterans Services

Marion County Department of Job and Family Services
OCC Taxi

= =4 =4 A4 4 -4 -4 -4 -—a A

MORROW C OUNTY Lynx EMS

Morrow County Area Transit (MCAT)

Morrow County Board of Developmental Disabilities
Morrow County Veterans Services

Morrow County Senior Center

OCC Taxi

South East Area Transit

= =4 =4 4 -4 -4 - -

United Way of Morrow County

RCHLAND COUNTY Adult Parole Authority

All American Transportation
Apple Lane Transportation
Catalyst Li fe Services
Catholic Charities

C&D Taxi

= =4 =4 4 -4 -4
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= =4 =4 4 -4 -4 -4 -4 A4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 A A -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 A -4 -4 A -4 -4 -4 -4 A -

Chihuahua Choo Choo

Community Health Access Project (CHAP)
City of Shelby Taxi

Dayspring Assisted Living and Care Facility
D&D Rides, LLC

Elite Medical Transportation

Family Life Counseling

419 Rideshare

Friendly Hou se

Greyhound Bus

GoBus

Independent Living Center of North Central Ohio
Liberty Nursing Center of Mansfield
Mansfield Memorial Homes

Mansfield Area YMCA

Mary McLeod -Bethune Center (MBIE)
Mombés Buggy Rides

North Central State College

Ohio District 5 Area Age ncy on Aging

Ohio Heartland Community Action Commission
Opportunities for Ohioans with Disabilities
Ontario Cab Company

Primrose Retirement Community

Richland Board of Developmental Disabilities
Richland County Department of Job and Family Services
Richlan d County Children Services

Richland County Transit (RCT)

Richland County Veterans Services

Richland Newhope Industries

Third Street Family Health Services

TNT Taxi
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SENECACOUNTY Bliss Charters

Flat Rock Homes, LLC

Lynx EMS

Mercy Life Star

North Central EMS

Seneca Crawford Area Transit (SCAT)

Seneca County Commission on Aging

= =4 4 4 A4 -4 - -

Seneca County Board of Developmental
Disabilities/Opportunity Center

Seneca County Veterans Services

Seneca County Department of Job and Family Services
Saint Francis Senior Ministries

Tiffin Cab Service

= =4 =4 4 -

United Way of Seneca County

5.3 Mobility Manage ment

All Ohio Mobility Management Projects are funded by the Specialized Transportation
(Section 5310) Program. The purpose of the 5310 program is to enhance the mobility of
seniors and individuals with disabilities by removing barriers to transportation services
and expanding the transportation services planned, designed, and carried out to meet
the special transportation needs of seniors and individuals with disabilities. All sub-
recipi ents must be 5310 eligible entities.  Eligible entities include:

9 Private non -profit o rganizations
9 State orlocal g overnment authorities that

0 Are approved by state to coordinate services for older adults and
individuals with disabilities

o0 Certify that the re are no non -profit organizations readily available in the
area to provide the services

The Ohio Mobility Management Program increases access to mobility for Ohioans by
increasing understanding and awareness of transportation needs, coordination of
transp ortation options to meet needs, and building sustainable and healthy
communities by integrating transportation into planning and programs. The goals of the
Mobility Management Program are to:

1 Increase understanding and awareness of community transportation needs

9 Increase awareness of current community transportation options and programs

9 Ensure that transportation considerations are included in local and regional
planning activities
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1 Increase local capacity for transportation services
9 Assist individuals wi th accessing all community transportation options

Mobility Managers in the region serve as impartial connectors between the public and

transportation providers, offering valuable guidance, travel training, and information to

help individuals navigate avail  able transportation options effectively. Each Mobility

Manager maintains their countiesd | ocal-Hynandev el
Services Transportation Plan, as well as transportation re  sources for their community.

One can access each county pl  an and website in Figure 5.3A . Currently, Ashland

County doe s not have a Mobility Manager.

Figure 5.3A Mobility Management Program Table
M OBILITYM ANAGEMENT REGIONAL PLAN LINKS

COUNTY WEBSITE MOBILITYPLAN

Crawford  https://www.qglcap.org/progr https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/pro
ams/transportation/mobility - grams/transit/transit _-repository -
management/crawford - coordination/marion,+morrow+and-+cra
county -transportation/ wford+county+coordinated+plans

Huron https://www.qglcap.org/progr https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/pro
ams/transportation/mobility - grams/transit/transit _-repository -
management/huron _ -county -  coordination/huron -county -coordinated -
transportation/ plan_

Knox https://www.knoxhealth.com/ https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/pro
index.php/public _ -health - grams/transit/transit _-repository -
issues2/mobility -management coordination/knox+county+coordinated+

plan_

Marion https://www.glcap.org/progr Same as Crawford County
ams/transportation/mobility -
management/marion -

county -transportation/

Morrow https://www.glcap.org/progr Same as Crawford County
ams/transportation/mobility -
management/morrow -
county -transportation/

Richland https://www.aaa50  hio.org/se https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/pro

rvices/transportation/mobility - grams/transit/tran__sit-repository -
management/ coordination/richland+county+coordinat
ed+plan
Seneca https://www.qglcap.org/progr https://www.transportation.ohio.qgov/pro
ams/transportation/mobility - grams/transit/transit _-repository -
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https://www.glcap.org/programs/transportation/mobility-management/crawford-county-transportation/
https://www.glcap.org/programs/transportation/mobility-management/crawford-county-transportation/
https://www.glcap.org/programs/transportation/mobility-management/crawford-county-transportation/
https://www.glcap.org/programs/transportation/mobility-management/crawford-county-transportation/
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/transit/transit-repository-coordination/marion,+morrow+and+crawford+county+coordinated+plans
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/transit/transit-repository-coordination/marion,+morrow+and+crawford+county+coordinated+plans
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/transit/transit-repository-coordination/marion,+morrow+and+crawford+county+coordinated+plans
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/transit/transit-repository-coordination/marion,+morrow+and+crawford+county+coordinated+plans
https://www.glcap.org/programs/transportation/mobility-management/huron-county-transportation/
https://www.glcap.org/programs/transportation/mobility-management/huron-county-transportation/
https://www.glcap.org/programs/transportation/mobility-management/huron-county-transportation/
https://www.glcap.org/programs/transportation/mobility-management/huron-county-transportation/
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/transit/transit-repository-coordination/huron-county-coordinated-plan
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/transit/transit-repository-coordination/huron-county-coordinated-plan
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/transit/transit-repository-coordination/huron-county-coordinated-plan
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/transit/transit-repository-coordination/huron-county-coordinated-plan
https://www.knoxhealth.com/index.php/public-health-issues2/mobility-management
https://www.knoxhealth.com/index.php/public-health-issues2/mobility-management
https://www.knoxhealth.com/index.php/public-health-issues2/mobility-management
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/transit/transit-repository-coordination/knox+county+coordinated+plan
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/transit/transit-repository-coordination/knox+county+coordinated+plan
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/transit/transit-repository-coordination/knox+county+coordinated+plan
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/transit/transit-repository-coordination/knox+county+coordinated+plan
https://www.glcap.org/programs/transportation/mobility-management/marion-county-transportation/
https://www.glcap.org/programs/transportation/mobility-management/marion-county-transportation/
https://www.glcap.org/programs/transportation/mobility-management/marion-county-transportation/
https://www.glcap.org/programs/transportation/mobility-management/marion-county-transportation/
https://www.glcap.org/programs/transportation/mobility-management/morrow-county-transportation/
https://www.glcap.org/programs/transportation/mobility-management/morrow-county-transportation/
https://www.glcap.org/programs/transportation/mobility-management/morrow-county-transportation/
https://www.glcap.org/programs/transportation/mobility-management/morrow-county-transportation/
https://www.aaa5ohio.org/services/transportation/mobility-management/
https://www.aaa5ohio.org/services/transportation/mobility-management/
https://www.aaa5ohio.org/services/transportation/mobility-management/
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/transit/transit-repository-coordination/richland+county+coordinated+plan
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/transit/transit-repository-coordination/richland+county+coordinated+plan
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/transit/transit-repository-coordination/richland+county+coordinated+plan
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/transit/transit-repository-coordination/richland+county+coordinated+plan
https://www.glcap.org/programs/transportation/mobility-management/seneca-county-transportation/
https://www.glcap.org/programs/transportation/mobility-management/seneca-county-transportation/
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/transit/transit-repository-coordination/seneca+county+coordinated+plan
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/transit/transit-repository-coordination/seneca+county+coordinated+plan

manageme nt/seneca - coordin_ation/seneca+county+coordinat
county -transportation/ ed+plan

Figure 5.3B: Mobility Manager s Table

M OBILITYM ANAGERSOC ONTACT INFORMATION

COUNTY NAME AGENCY ADDRESS PHONE NUMBER
2024 C OVERAGE
Crawford, Jim Oliver, GLCAP 127 Front St PO  1-800-775-9767 jaoliver@aglca
Erie, Mindy Box 590 p.org
Huron, Birkholz, .
. Fremont, OH mabirkholz@g
Marion, Courtney 43420 |
Morrow, Curtis 1eap.oty.
Ottawa, ctcurtis@aqglca
Sandusky, p.org
Seneca,
Wood
Knox Joe Porter Knox 11660 Upper 1-740-392-2200  jporter@knox
Public Gilcrest Rd health.com
Health
Mount Vernon,
OH 43050
Richland Randy Ohio 2131 Park Ave 1-567-247-6483  rhutchinson@
Hutchinson  District5 W aaas5ohio.org
Area
Ontario, OH
Agency
44906
on
Aging

5.4 Current Public Transit Services

There is a distinct difference between the types of public transit systems in Region 5:

Urban and Rural. The difference between urban and rural transit funding administered
by the FTA in the U.S. primarily lies in the source of federal funds, eligibility criteria, and
the purpose or focus of the funding programs

9 Urban Transit funding, Sectio n 5307 supports fixed route services for small -
urbanized areas with populations over 50,000. Richland County Transit receives
5307 funds.
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https://www.glcap.org/programs/transportation/mobility-management/seneca-county-transportation/
https://www.glcap.org/programs/transportation/mobility-management/seneca-county-transportation/
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/transit/transit-repository-coordination/seneca+county+coordinated+plan
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/programs/transit/transit-repository-coordination/seneca+county+coordinated+plan
mailto:jaoliver@glcap.org
mailto:jaoliver@glcap.org
mailto:mabirkholz@glcap.org
mailto:mabirkholz@glcap.org
mailto:ctcurtis@glcap.org
mailto:ctcurtis@glcap.org
mailto:jporter@knoxhealth.com
mailto:jporter@knoxhealth.com
mailto:rhutchinson@aaa5ohio.org
mailto:rhutchinson@aaa5ohio.org

1 Rural Transit funding, Section 5311 supports more demand  -response type services
and flexible routes for rural areas w ith populations under 50,000. Ashland,
Crawford, Huron, Knox, Marion, Morrow and Seneca receive 5311 funds.

All funds require local match. Typically 20% for capital and 50% for operations. Local
match sources come from state or local government funds, in -kind contributions, funds
from service contracts, levies, and private donations or revenues.

All eight counties in the region are served by public transit; however, only five systems

provide countywide coverage. North Central Area Transit (NCAT) serves thr ee counties
through its network. While all transit systems offer on  -demand services, three of them do
not operate on Saturdays and none operate on Sundays , which can limit access to
transportation for weeke nd travel needs. Figure 5.4A presents current oper ating hours of
each transit system and Figure 5.4B is a region -wide map of transit services.

Figure 5.4A: Transit Schedule Table
REGIONAL TRANSITSERVICEHOURS AND DAYS OFOPERATION

TRANSITAUTHORITY WEEKDAYHOURS SATURDAY HOURS  DEMAND RESPONSE
AVAILABLE

Ashland Public Transit 6 AM to 9 PM 8 AM to 6 PM Yes
Knox Area Transit 5AMto 7 PM 5AMto 5 PM Yes
Marion Area Transit 6 AM to 6 PM No Service Yes
Morrow Area Transit 6 AM to 6 PM 6 AMto 12 PM Yes
NCAT (Crawford, Huron, 5 AM to 6 PM No Service Yes
and Seneca coun ties)

Richland County Transit 6 AM to 6:30 PM No Service Yes

Figure 5.4B is a map of regional transit services. It illustrates fixed routes, demand

response areas, and fare zones. A fare zone is a demand response area that ha S
various fares based on distances from a point. For example, a town has two fare zones:

Zone 1 is a four -mile radius from the transit center, and Zone 2 is an eight -mile radius
from the transit center. The fare to get from the transit cent erto anywherei n Zone lis
$2.00 and the fare to get from the transit ce nter to anywhere in Zone 2 is $4 .00. Out -of -
county transit service offerings are not mapped.
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Figure 5.4B: Regional Map of Transit Service

Fos

\/'%L X Bellville Loud@nville
Morion/D‘e/mor\w/d‘Serwce '\Z//\O/"P)g /
: on€
M@ri9r/1/l'\'®/me ] Kinex
MdrionZZone 2 MOITOWSIOREA /7 ST A7 LKnOX Zone 3 KA
Eij Cardington [ 7ohé 4
-/ ; -
prdspect Morrow-(Zomyty Fredericktown D{g ,”g’
Morr/?w K\//l/ M fvﬁ
763 Tonei i /Gy/r Son
& Gom/bler
KNnox*Zonexs3
7 KnOX/Coun
25 centerburg”/” fpeX fy
=\ lone 2

Knox=Zemeid

Miles

Regional Transit Service
Demand Response Area

ZZ Fare Zone

Fixed Route

82 REGION 5 COORDINATED TRANSPORTATION PLAN




5.4.1 Ashland Public Transit Overview

Ashland Public Transi t permits three types of trips  from 6 AM to 9 PM Monday through
Friday and 8 AMto 6 PM Saturdays. The t hree types of trips are:

Subscription Trips:
1 A pre -scheduled trip for a future date that has no end date

T I'ndividual s can s c hedufltheywdl bedusirniga thedservicg onar der 6
regular basis

Demand Response Trips:
1 A pre -scheduled trip thatis scheduled 24 hours in advance

1 Riders must call dispatch to requestatrip between the hours of 7:30 AM and 5
PM the day before they ride. If a trip is scheduled after 5 PM a person will be
ch arged the Same Day service rate

Same -Day Trips:

9 Trips that are scheduled the day of the trip

T Ashl and Public Trangi ttralplheciglindgs ame day
Out-of-Town Trips:

9 Ashland Public Transit prov ides transportation up to a 100 -mile radius from
downtown Ashland

9 Out-of-town trips need to be scheduled at least 72 hours in advance

FARES
Fares are based on a one -way trip and are a s follows:

Scheduled Ahead (24 Hour Reservation) inside City limits

1 General Public: $3.00

1 Elderly/Disabled : $1.50

9 Children u nd er 12 with Adult; Free

9 Children u nder 12 without Adult: $1.50
Same Day Service One -way Trips inside City limits :

M General Public: $5.00

1 Elderly/Disabled: $2.50

9 Children u nder 12 with Adult: Free

9 Children u nder 12 without Adult: $2.50
Out-of-Town Trips:

9 Ashland Public Transit prov ides transportation up to a 100 -mile radius from
downtown Ashland
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Out -of -town trips need to be schedul ed at least 72 hours in advance

The trip cost is determine d by charging the in  -town rate plus $2.50 per mile for
miles traveled outside the city limits

9 If the driver has to wa it for the passenger at the out -of-town location , wait time is
$20.00 per hour

1 When returning from your out -of-town trip, the cost per mile remains the same as
the trip to the destination

1 Out-of-town trips must begin or end within City limits
Airport Trips

1 Trips to Cleveland Hopki ns and Akron -Canton Airport each  cost $100.00 for one
person and $10.00 for each additional passenger

1 Trips to Columbus Airport cost $ 150.00 for one person and $10.0 0 for each
additional passenger
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Figure 5.4C: Map of Ash land Public Transit Service
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