
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
Report to Community Blueprint Steering Committee:  
2015 Community Blueprint Research 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

April 24, 2015 
 
Amanda L. Scott, Ph.D. 
Karen Hines, Ph.D. 
Orie V. Kristel, Ph.D. 

 
 
 

A full-service marketing research firm providing strategic direction 
for clients in the public, non-profit, and private sectors.  

1500 W Third Ave. | Suite 126 
Columbus, OH 43212 | 614.447.3176 



Report to Community Blueprint Steering Committee                                                                                                                 Page    
 

Illuminology 

2 

Table of Contents 
Executive)Summary)..........................................................................................................................)4!

Table&E(1:&Summary&of&Concerns&Across&Populations)...............................................................)5!
Engagement)Overview).....................................................................................................................)7!
Methodology)...................................................................................................................................)7!

Table&1:&Research&Components&(&Timing&and&Number&of&Respondents).....................................)8!
Results)–)Characteristics)of)Survey)Respondents)..............................................................................)8!
Demographics of Resident Survey Respondents )...................................................................)8!

Table&2:&Demographic&Table&A)................................................................................................)9!
Table&3:&Demographic&Table&B)..............................................................................................)10!

Community Engagement )..........................................................................................................)11!
Table&4:&Results&from&Community&Engagement&Items)............................................................)11!

Results)...........................................................................................................................................)12!
What)Respondents)Like)About)Licking)County)................................................................................)12!

Table&5:&What&Residents&Like&Most&About&Living&in&Licking&County).........................................)13!
Challenges)Facing)Licking)County)Residents)....................................................................................)14!
Development of List of Concerns )...........................................................................................)14!
Mean Rating of Concern )...........................................................................................................)14!

Table&6:&Average&Concern&About&Perceived&Challenges&Facing&Licking&County)........................)15!
Selection of Concern As One of Top Two Issues )................................................................)16!

Table&7:&Selections&of&1st&or&2nd&Most&Important&Issue,&Set&1)................................................)17!
Table&8:&Selections&of&1st&or&2nd&Most&Important&Issue,&Set&2)................................................)18!

Concerns in Resident Survey by Location ).............................................................................)18!
Concerns in Resident Survey by Community Engagement )................................................)19!
Challenges)Affecting)People)in)Licking)County)–)Key)Informants)and)Focus)Groups)........................)19!
Concerns Identif ied by Key Informants ).................................................................................)19!

Table&9:&Biggest&Challenges&Faced&by&Licking&County,&According&to&Key&Informants)................)20!
Other Concerns Identif ied by Focus Group Participants )...................................................)20!
Concerns Reported by 211 & Pathways of Central Ohio )...................................................)21!

Table&10:&Most&Common&Calls&to&211&for&Information&and&Referral)........................................)21!
Table&11:&Most&Common&Crisis&Calls&to&211)...........................................................................)22!

Summary)of)Issues)/)Concerns)........................................................................................................)22!
InTdepth)Focus)on)Top)Concerns).....................................................................................................)23!
Alcohol or Drug Abuse Among Adults )..................................................................................)23!

Table&12:&Excessive&Drinking&–&Licking&County&&&Ohio)............................................................)24!
Chart&1:&Retail&Sales&of&Bottles&of&Liquor&per&Capita)...............................................................)25!
Table&13:&2013&Alcohol&Related&Automobile&Accidents&–&Licking&County).................................)25!
Chart&2:&Unintentional&Drug&Overdose&Deaths&in&Licking&County&(2002&–&2013))......................)26!

Distracted Driving )......................................................................................................................)27!
Table&14:&Motor&Vehicle&Crash&Statistics&–&Licking&County&(2014))...........................................)28!

Commuting Outside of the County )........................................................................................)29!
Table&15:&Commuting&Out&Of&The&County&For&Work&–&Licking&County&&&Ohio)..........................)30!
Table&16:&Percent&Who&Commute&Outside&Licking&County&for&Jobs,)by&Employment&Industry)...)31!

Child Abuse or Neglect )............................................................................................................)32!
Table&17:&Child&Abuse&/&Neglect&Reports&–&Licking&County)......................................................)33!



Report to Community Blueprint Steering Committee                                                                                                                 Page    
 

Illuminology 

3 

Alcohol or Drug Use Among Children )...................................................................................)34!
Table&18:&Reported&Alcohol,&Tobacco&or&Marijuana&Use&in&the&Past&30&Days)...........................)35!

Crime )............................................................................................................................................)36!
Table&19:&Violent&And&Property&Crime&Incidents&(&Licking&County)............................................)36!

Domestic Violence ).....................................................................................................................)38!
Table&20:&Domestic&Violence&Incidents&(&Licking&County).........................................................)39!

Unaffordable Medical Insurance or Copays )..........................................................................)40!
Chart&3:&Emergency&Department&Visits&by&Age&Group)............................................................)41!
Table&21:&Reasons&for&Emergency&Department&Visits).............................................................)41!

Students Not Well Prepared by Schools )...............................................................................)43!
Table&22:&Students&Not&Well&Prepared&By&Schools&–&Licking&County&&&Ohio).............................)43!

Teen Pregnancy )..........................................................................................................................)44!
Chart&4:&Percent&of&Live&Births&in&Licking&County&to&Mothers&Under&Age&18).............................)44!

Effectively)Redirecting)Community)Resources)................................................................................)45!
Next)Steps)......................................................................................................................................)46!
 
 

Appendix A: Research Methodology 

Appendix B: Survey Materials 

Appendix C: Mail ing Materials 

Appendix D: Mean Concern Ratings by Location 

Appendix E: Mean Concern Ratings by Community Engagement 

Appendix F: All  Text Responses for Redirecting Resources Question on Key Informant  

Survey 

Appendix G: Focus Group Transcripts)
 



Report to Community Blueprint Steering Committee                                                                                                                 Page    
 

Illuminology 

4 

Executive Summary 

• Residents, key informants and direct service recipients find much to like in Licking County. The 
most frequently mentioned strengths or assets are its small town feel, the ability to live in a 
rural environment while still in close proximity to Columbus and its amenities, and the people. 
Direct service recipients also like the quality of services available and key informants particularly 
value the strong community leadership in the county. 

• The most commonly cited issues facing the county include alcohol or drug abuse among adults 
and children, distracted driving, need to commute outside of the county to find good-paying 
jobs / lack of employment or underemployment, child abuse or neglect, domestic violence, 
crime, and unaffordable medical insurance or copays. 

• While these top concerns were important to each of the three key populations surveyed, some 
interesting differences were noted: both key informants and direct service recipients note that 
poverty and lack of public transportation are key issues facing Licking County.  

• Interestingly, residents in the Newark and Heath area tended to rate the concerns facing Licking 
County residents as more serious, especially when compared to residents in the Southwest, 
Granville, and the Northwest areas of the county. Newark / Heath residents seemed especially 
concerned about alcohol and drug abuse among adults and children, students not being well 
prepared by schools, and the need to commute outside the county for jobs that pay well. 
Residents in the Northeast / East part of the county were more concerned about child abuse 
and neglect. 

• When asked how existing community resources might be leveraged to better address the 
identified issues and concerns, key informants suggested four main strategies: 

o Increased collaboration among agencies, organizations and individuals in the 
community to avoid duplication of services 

o Need for a more robust public transportation infrastructure 
o Coordination and enhancement of mental health services and alcohol, tobacco and 

drug treatment  
o Increased communication between and among residents, organizations and 

agencies, both about the issues facing the county and the available services to help 
with them 

• An important point surfaced in the key informant survey and in the focus groups regarding the 
interrelatedness of these issues. For example, one of the biggest underlying causes of child 
abuse and neglect is drug abuse by adults – experts at Licking County Department of Job & 
Family Services /Children Services suggest this is involved in 70 – 90% of abuse cases. Similarly, 
under or unemployment might be affected by poor public transportation options. Considering 
how concerns might overlap with one another or be caused by a shared factor may suggest 
potential efficiencies in programming and services. 

 



Report to Community Blueprint Steering Committee                                                                                                                        Page    
 

Illuminology 

5 

The table below summarizes the concern findings across all groups who participated in the process. A star in a cell indicates that the 
respondents in the column header rated, ranked or mentioned the issue in that row as a key concern.  Generally, issues with more stars 
can be considered those as potentially more important for the Licking County community to consider. Issues that were not identified as a 
key concern in any research mode (e.g. air pollution) are not shown in this table.  

Table E-1: Summary of Concerns Across Populations 

 Resident 
Survey  (RS) 

Rating 

Direct 
Service 

Recipients 
(DSR) Rating 

Key 
Informant  

(KI) 
Rating 

RS 
Top 2 

ranked 

DSR 
Top 2 

ranked 

KI 
Top 2 

ranked 

KI 
Most 

important 
issue 

Focus Group 
Most 

important 
issue 

Alcohol or drug abuse among 
adults * * * * * * * * 
Must commute outside of county 
for jobs that pay well  * * * * * *  * 
Child abuse or neglect * * * * *   * 
Alcohol or drug use among 
children * * * *  * *  
Distracted driving, especially 
texting while driving * * * * *    
Unaffordable medical insurance 
or copays * *  *   * * 
Students not well prepared by 
schools *   *  * * * 
Lack of public transportation     * * * * 
Mental illness or emotional issues 
among adults  * *  * *   
Domestic violence  * * *      
Crime *   *    * 
Mental illness or emotional issues 
among children  * *  *    
Underemployment or 
unemployment      * * * 
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 Resident 
Survey  (RS) 

Rating 

Direct 
Service 

Recipients 
(DSR) Rating 

Key 
Informant  

(KI) 
Rating 

RS 
Top 2 

ranked 

DSR 
Top 2 

ranked 

KI 
Top 2 

ranked 

KI 
Most 

important 
issue 

Focus Group 
Most 

important 
issue 

Tobacco use among children *  *      
Not enough money for food, 
clothing, or shoes     * *   
Lack of affordable housing       * * 
Poverty       * * 
Infrastructure improvement 
needed       * * 
Lack of community resources       * * 
Teen pregnancy *        
Unaffordable medications or 
other medical items  *       
Tobacco use among adults   *      
Unaffordable dental insurance or 
dental care  *       
Lack of recreation 
options/entertainment for 
children 

       * 
Too much of the wrong kind of 
development/too many residents         * 
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Engagement Overview 

Licking County’s 2015 Community Blueprint Steering Committee is engaged in an ambitious effort 
to identify what Licking County residents and leaders believe are the county’s greatest strengths 
and challenges. By understanding these challenges and concerns, and by taking advantage of 
existing strengths and assets, including the large number of strong and engaged community 
organizations within Licking County, the Community Blueprint Steering Committee intends to 
formulate a plan to address these issues.  
 
To gather reliable and valid information to help with these planning efforts, the Community 
Blueprint Steering Committee (via the United Way of Licking County) contracted with Illuminology, 
a central Ohio social science research firm. The beginning stages of this process focused on 
gathering input from different parts of the community in order to find out what residents of Licking 
County believe are the most important issues facing the county.  
 
This report details the results of four components of the process: a survey of a representative 
sample of residents, surveys of key informants and direct service recipients, and focus groups with 
community members. A facilitated planning session, to be held in May 2015, will be reported 
under separate cover. 

 

Methodology 
 

Illuminology first drafted the Resident Survey instrument and administered it to a representative 
sample of over 500 Licking County residents. A total of 5000 residents were invited to participate, 
resulting in a 10.7% response rate. This survey focused on identifying the major concerns of Licking 
County residents. 
 
Next, surveys were administered to key informants and direct service recipients. The Resident 
Survey was adapted slightly for use with key informants; the Direct Service Recipient Survey was 
identical to the Resident Survey. For the Key Informant and Direct Service Recipients Surveys, 
respondent contact information was provided by members of the Steering Committee. 
Additionally, in the Key Informant Survey, respondents were permitted to name up to three 
additional individuals who they thought would have an important perspective on the issues facing 
Licking County. Key Informant respondents with email addresses were sent an email inviting them 
to participate. Those with no email address available were mailed a letter. Direct Service agencies 
were sent an email with a survey link that could be accessed by anyone and were asked to circulate 
this link to their clients. 
 
To learn more about why residents were concerned about the issues highlighted in the survey, 
focus groups were held in five parts of Licking County selected by the Steering Committee. Focus 
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groups began by asking respondents what they saw as the top issues facing Licking County in an 
open-ended fashion, then asked respondents to focus on the top six concerns identified in the 
Resident Survey. 
 

Table 1: Research Components - Timing and Number of Respondents 

Research Component Data Collection Period 
Number of 

Respondents 

Resident Survey Oct. 2014 – Jan. 2015 509 

Key Informants Survey Jan. – Mar. 2015 166 

Direct Service Recipients Feb. – Mar. 2015 144 

Community Member 
Focus Groups Feb. 2015 34 

!

A full discussion of the methodology employed in each research step is provided in Appendix A. 
Surveys and mailing materials are provided in Appendices B & C.  

 

Results – Characteristics of Survey Respondents 

Demographics of Resident Survey Respondents 

Respondents were randomly selected to ensure they were representative of the population from 
which they were drawn. As is typical with most surveys, the respondents who actually participated 
in the research were demographically different from the population of the county. Thus, we 
obtained population estimates from the U.S. Census Bureau and used statistical weighting to adjust 
for any deviations from the population parameters. Tables 2 and 3 show the demographics of 
survey respondents (both before and after weighting) and the convenience sample of direct 
service recipients. 
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Table 2: Demographic Table A 

 

Residents 
(Weighted) 

Residents  
(Raw) 

Direct Service 
Recipients 

Gender n=500 n = 140 

Male 48% 41% 48% 
Female 52% 59% 52% 

Age n=508 n=126 

18-34 27% 14% 11% 

35-54 36% 37% 47% 

55-74 29% 38% 33% 

75 and over 8% 11% 10% 

Years Lived in Licking County n=499 n = 126 

Average 29 30 34 
Median 27 28 32 

Race n=482 n=137 

White 97% 96% 95% 

Black or African American 1% 3% 5% 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 2% 2% 7% 

Asian 0% 0% 4% 

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0% 0% 2% 
Some other race 1% 1% 5% 

Ethnicity n=490 n=490 

Hispanic 0% 1% 0% 

Education n=501 n=133 

Less than 12th grade (no diploma) 4% 2% 5% 
High school degree / GED 46% 20% 22% 

Some college (no degree) 19% 22% 17% 

Associate's degree 11% 11% 9% 
Bachelor's degree 12% 26% 29% 

Graduate or professional degree 8% 18% 18% 
Income n=474 n=132 

Less than $14,999 13% 7% 11% 

Between $15,000 and $34,999 22% 18% 14% 
Between $35,000 and $49,999 13% 13% 17% 

Between $50,000 and $74,999 21% 22% 22% 

Between $75,000 and $99,999 14% 17% 16% 
$100,000 or more 17% 24% 20% 

Health Status n=504 n=141 

Excellent 16% 18% 20% 
Very good 40% 43% 35% 

Good 32% 29% 37% 
Fair 10% 8% 6% 

Poor 1% 1% 3% 
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Table 3: Demographic Table B 

 

Residents 
(Raw) 

Residents  
(Weighted) 

Direct Service 
Recipients 

Number in Household n=503 n=131 

1 12% 18% 5% 
2 45% 43% 23% 

3-4 33% 29% 48% 
5-7 10% 10% 19% 

Average 2.7 2.6 3.3 

Own or Rent Home n=491 n=136 

Own 71% 84% 82% 
Rent 29% 16% 18% 

Employment Status n=498 n=140 

Employed or self employed 64% 63% 66% 

Commute n=311 n=92 

Commute outside of Licking County for work 55% 55% 28% 

Employment Industry n=308 n=92 

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing / Hunting 2% 3% 3% 
Mining / Oil and Gas Extraction 0% 0% 0% 

Utilities 2% 1% 0% 
Construction 13% 6% 0% 

Manufacturing 9% 7% 4% 
Retail or Wholesale Trade 9% 9% 2% 

Transportation and Warehousing 9% 5% 1% 
Information / Information Technology Services 2% 5% 2% 

Finance, Banking, and Insurance 8% 10% 4% 
Real Estate Sales, Rental, Leasing 1% 1% 2% 

Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 14% 13% 5% 
Administrative and Support Services 8% 7% 10% 

Educational Services 5% 12% 23% 
Health Care and Social Assistance 8% 12% 30% 

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 1% 1% 2% 
Accommodation and Food Services 4% 3% 2% 

Public Administration 2% 2% 5% 
Temporary Position or Other Services 4% 5% 2% 
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Community Engagement 

Several items on the Resident and Direct Service Recipient Survey were included to measure 
community engagement, defined as how much community members feel connected to other 
people and groups in their community. These measures are important for two reasons. First, they 
help document how cohesive the county is in terms of formal networks and second, analyzing data 
from the rest of the survey by level of community engagement could lead to more useful results.  
Four questions (measured on a four-point scale labeled with often, sometimes, rarely and never) 
were included to measure this concept: 

In the past 12 months, how often have you:  

• Gone to a community event or activity in Licking County? 
• Felt close to others in Licking County (besides family)? 
• Felt like you belonged in Licking County? 
• Gone to a local government or political meeting in Licking County? 
 

As Table 4 shows, the majority of respondents seem to be fairly engaged in Licking County at least 
in terms of closeness with others in the county and feelings of belongingness. While the majority of 
respondents (56.8%) report going to a community event or activity at least sometimes, very few 
(10.1%) say they sometimes or often go to local government or political meetings.  

 

Table 4: Results from Community Engagement Items 

Item Often Sometimes Rarely Never 

Gone to community event or 
activity in Licking County 12.3% 44.5% 26.0% 17.2% 

Felt close to others in Licking 
County (besides family) 26.1% 46.8% 19.5% 7.6% 

Felt like you belonged in Licking 
County 45.3% 35.2% 13.1% 6.4% 

Gone to a local governmental or 
political meeting 2.0% 8.1% 23.5% 66.4% 

!

We also included two other questions that can be combined with these scale items. Specifically, we 
asked respondents if they had volunteered within the past 12 months and if so, how many times 
they volunteer in a typical month.  
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The majority (69%) of respondents indicated they volunteered during the past 12 months. The 
number of days volunteered per month ranged from 1 to 31, with an average of 5.5 days.  

Using these five items (the four scale items and number of times they volunteered) a single 
measure of community engagement was created, assigning an average score to each respondent. 
To create this index we recoded the four attitudinal items so that higher numbers indicated more 
engagement. Then we standardized each variable so that they could be averaged together.  

Throughout the rest of the report, we analyze key variables by this engagement variable in order to 
understand if more engaged respondents provide responses that are different from less engaged 
respondents. 

Results 

What Respondents Like About Licking County  

The survey began by assessing the good things about the county. Residents were asked what they 
liked most about Licking County, and provided an open-ended response. Researchers coded 
these responses into categories, shown in Table 5, where the top categories for each group of 
respondents are shaded in green. 

About a quarter of residents like the small town feel of Licking County, and 22% mentioned rural 
living.  The proximity to Columbus or other metro areas and the people are also appealing aspects 
of Licking County, according to residents. Direct service recipients often mentioned these same 
advantages, and in addition 14% mentioned the services offered in the county. Key informants 
were asked a slightly different question, specifically to name the biggest strength of Licking 
County. They were most likely to cite the people or community (40%), followed by the strong 
community support from local leaders and organizations (36%).  
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Table 5: What Residents Like Most About Living in Licking County 

!!
Residents Direct Service 

Recipients 
Key 

Informants* 

 
n=415 n=117 n=151 

Small town feel, not too crowded 25% 24% 5% 

Country or rural living 22% 16% 2% 

Close to Columbus or other metro areas 15% 21% 7% 

Like the people or community 16% 24% 40% 

Good location; access to shopping, dining, and 
entertainment 

13% 14% 4% 

Family and/or friends are nearby 9% 10% 0% 

Natural beauty and clean air or water 8% 4% 0% 

Peaceful or slow-paced 7% 3% 0% 

Safe and secure 6% 3% 1% 

Low taxes or living expenses 5% 3% 3% 

It's home or where he/she was raised 5% 3% 0% 

Nice parks, walking/biking paths and/or good fitness 
options 

5% 3% 3% 

Good schools 4% 2% 5% 

Likes particular places or events (e.g. Dawes Arboretum, 
the courthouse lighting) 

3% 2% 1% 

Services 2% 14% 9% 

Convenient/accessible/good roads or easy 
transportation 

2% 9% 3% 

Strong community support from government/local 
leaders/organizations 

0% 2% 36% 

Access to higher education 0% 0% 5% 

Other 22% 25% 21% 

Note: Percentages do not add to 100% because multiple codes could apply to each response. 
*Named the biggest strength of Licking County 

! ! ! 
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Challenges Facing Licking County Residents 

Development of List of Concerns 

The Steering Committee generated a list of concerns that might potentially face residents of 
Licking County. To construct the list, Steering Committee members 1) reviewed the 2006 
Community Blueprint results, and 2) asked for feedback from key constituencies including local 
social service agencies, law enforcement and courts, the members of the Community Blueprint 
Steering Committees and the Survey Committee. Illuminology made suggestions for revisions, 
additions and deletions, working with the Survey Committee to finalize the list of issues to include 
in the survey.  

Mean Rating of Concern 

Residents, direct service recipients, and key informants reported how much of a problem each 
issue was on a 4-point scale from “not an issue” to “major issue.” In Table 6, these challenges are 
presented from the most concerning to the least concerning among residents. Issues of concern 
among direct service recipients and key informants are also presented. To help compare the 
rankings of each of the three groups, the top third of concerns are highlighted in red, and the last 
third of concerns among each group are highlighted in green. 

When evaluating these differences it is important to remember that only the Resident Survey was 
scientifically sampled which means the results can be generalized to the broader Licking County 
adult population.  Thus, Table 6 (and many others in the report), are sorted by the Resident Survey 
rating.  
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Table 6: Average Concern About Perceived Challenges Facing Licking County 

Concern / Issue Residents 

Direct 
Service 

Recipients 
Key 

Informants 
Distracted driving, especially texting while driving 3.15 3.15 3.17 
Alcohol or drug abuse among adults 3.14 3.31 3.60 
Must commute outside of county for jobs that pay well  3.12 3.16 3.10 
Child abuse or neglect 3.01 3.11 3.31 
Alcohol or drug use among children 2.99 3.07 3.27 
Domestic violence  2.99 3.12 3.19 
Crime 2.89 2.95 2.76 
Unaffordable medical insurance or copays 2.88 3.02 2.86 
Teen pregnancy 2.82 3.01 2.95 
Tobacco use among children 2.81 2.94 3.07 
Students not well prepared by schools 2.81 2.98 2.85 
Lack of public transportation 2.79 2.80 3.06 
Unaffordable medications or other medical items 2.79 3.11 2.94 
Mental illness or emotional issues among adults 2.78 3.28 3.28 
Tobacco use among adults 2.76 2.99 3.27 
Mental illness or emotional issues among children 2.73 3.22 3.26 
Not enough money for food, clothing, or shoes 2.72 2.96 3.05 
Physical or financial abuse of senior citizens 2.70 2.61 2.64 
Unaffordable dental insurance or dental care 2.69 3.04 2.93 
Unsafe or foreclosed housing 2.66 2.67 2.75 
Homelessness 2.65 2.87 2.78 
Sexually transmitted diseases 2.58 2.73 2.69 
Lack of affordable housing  2.48 2.75 2.81 
Lack of affordable, high quality child care  2.47 2.71 2.50 
Hard to get to places by walking or biking 2.40 2.48 2.63 
Lack of affordable, healthy food 2.35 2.66 2.70 
Hard to know how or where to find services when you need help. 2.31 2.53 2.39 
Lack of recreational or cultural activities 2.21 2.35 2.04 
Gambling problems 2.19 2.33 2.33 
Biased or unfair law enforcement  2.16 2.07 1.63 
Racial or ethnic bias 2.09 2.31 2.26 
Air pollution 2.03 2.21 1.97 
Unsafe drinking water  2.01 1.98 1.67 

 

Table 6 Key:  Concern in top third for group Concern in bottom third for group 
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As shown in Table 6, several similarities emerged among all three groups. For example, they all 
perceived alcohol or drug abuse among adults to be the most serious, or second most serious, 
concern on average. In addition, all three groups perceived distracted driving, having to 
commute outside of the county for jobs that pay well, child abuse or neglect, alcohol or drug 
abuse among children, and domestic violence to be some of the other biggest challenges facing 
Licking County residents.  All groups also agreed that biased or unfair law enforcement, racial or 
ethnic bias, air pollution, and unsafe drinking water were very low on this list of concerns. 
 
The three groups of respondents did not always agree on the relative severity of these issues.  For 
example, residents perceive crime to be bigger concern compared to direct service recipients 
and key informants. Key informants and direct service recipients thought mental illness or 
emotional issues among adults and children were more concerning than residents did.   
 
Additionally, direct service recipients identified unaffordable dental insurance or dental care 
(ranked 10th among this group and 15th and 19th among key informants and residents, respectively) 
as one of the top issues facing the county.  
 
These relative differences in the hierarchy of concerns within groups make sense if we recall the 
different populations surveyed. Direct service recipients were recruited to participate through 
agencies and organizations who directly serve Licking County’s most vulnerable population. 
Additionally the key informants list included individuals who worked at many of these same 
agencies. It is not surprising the mental and emotional issues among children and adults would be 
important to these two groups, who may be more likely to have direct experience with them either 
within their own families or as professionals trying to assist residents with these issues. Similarly, 
while Medicaid is typically available to residents with fewer resources and accepted by many 
medical professionals, it may be harder to find a dental provider who accepts this insurance. 
 
Key informants were asked about four additional challenges: underemployment or unemployment, 
lack of workforce for unskilled labor positions, lack of workforce for semi-skilled labor positions, 
and lack of workforce for white collar or professional positions. Compared to the other issues, key 
informants believed underemployment or unemployment (3.17) ranked in the top third.  The lack 
of workforce for semi-skilled positions (2.91) and white collar or professional positions (2.83) 
ranked in the second third, and unskilled labor positions (2.41) ranked in the bottom third. 
 
Selection of Concern As One of Top Two Issues 

In addition to rating each issue by importance on a 1 – 4 scale, respondents were also asked to pick 
their top two concerns from each of two sets of these items. Set 1 included personal concerns such 
as mental health or substance abuse issues, gambling problems, and STDs. Set 2 included 
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situational concerns such as air pollution, lack of recreational or cultural activities, and crime. See 
Table 7 for the first set of concerns. 
 

Table 7: Selections of 1st or 2nd Most Important Issue, Set 1 

Concern / Issue Residents 

Direct 
Service 

Recipients 
Key 

Informants 
Alcohol or drug abuse among adults 30% 23% 27% 

Unaffordable medical insurance or copays 22% 10% 9% 
Alcohol or drug use among children 21% 10% 19% 

Child abuse or neglect 19% 17% 11% 
Unaffordable medications or other medical items 11% 7% 5% 

Domestic violence  10% 12% 4% 
Teen pregnancy 9% 3% 2% 

Mental illness or emotional issues among adults 8% 25% 18% 
Mental illness or emotional issues among children 8% 14% 11% 

Tobacco use among adults 6% 6% 4% 
Lack of affordable, healthy food 6% 6% 7% 

Unaffordable dental insurance or dental care 6% 5% 2% 
Physical or financial abuse of senior citizens 5% 4% 2% 

Tobacco use among children 5% 3% 1% 
Sexually transmitted diseases 1% 1% 1% 

Gambling problems 0% 0% 0% 
Underemployment or unemployment -- -- 30% 

Lack of workforce for unskilled labor positions -- -- 3% 
Lack of workforce for semi-skilled labor positions -- -- 14% 

Lack of workforce for white collar or professional positions -- -- 10% 
 

High proportions of all three groups believed alcohol or drug abuse among adults was the first 
or second most important concern. Residents were also likely to select unaffordable medical 
insurance or copays, alcohol or drug abuse among children, and child abuse and neglect as a most 
important concern.  Mental illness or emotional issues among adults was selected most often 
among direct service recipients, and underemployment or unemployment was selected most 
among key informants (this choice was not provided to the two other groups). 

Turning to the second set of issues, the highest proportions of all three groups believed having 
to commute outside the county for jobs that pay well was the first or second most important 
concern. Residents were also likely to select distracted driving, crime, and students not well 
prepared by schools.  Both direct service recipients and key informants were likely to select not 
having enough money for food, clothing, or shoes, and the lack of public transportation as a first or 
second most important concern. See Table 8. 
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Table 8: Selections of 1st or 2nd Most Important Issue, Set 2 

Concern / Issue Residents 

Direct 
Service 

Recipients 
Key 

Informants 
Must commute outside of county for jobs that pay well  23% 23% 28% 

Distracted driving, especially texting while driving 23% 19% 16% 
Crime 19% 9% 11% 

Students not well prepared by schools 19% 13% 17% 
Not enough money for food, clothing, or shoes 14% 15% 19% 

Lack of public transportation 11% 17% 27% 
Lack of affordable housing  8% 8% 12% 

Homelessness 8% 6% 8% 
Unsafe or foreclosed housing 6% 1% 8% 

Lack of recreational or cultural activities 6% 5% 5% 
Lack of affordable, high quality child care  6% 10% 5% 

Hard to get to places by walking or biking 5% 4% 4% 
Racial or ethnic bias 5% 3% 2% 

Air pollution 3% 2% 0% 
Unsafe drinking water  3% 1% 1% 

Hard to know how or where to find services when you need 
help 3% 4% 5% 

Biased or unfair law enforcement  2% 2% 0% 
Other 6% 6% 5% 

 

Concerns in Resident Survey by Location 

We examined each concern by six areas within the county: Northwest, Southwest, Granville, 
Newark / Heath, Northeast / East, and Southeast, looking for whether residents in any of these 
areas were more concerned than others about these.   

Overall, residents in Newark / Heath and the Northeast believed several of the issues were more 
serious, especially compared to residents in the Southwest, Granville, and the Northwest areas of 
the county. For example: 

• Residents in Newark / Heath thought alcohol and drug abuse among both adults and 
children was a more serious issue than residents in Granville and the Southwest. 

• Residents in Newark / Heath thought commuting outside the county for jobs that pay well 
was more of a serious issue than those in the Southwest. 

• Residents in both Newark / Heath and the Northeast / East were more concerned that 
students were not well prepared by school than every other area. 
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• Residents in the Northeast / East were more concerned about child abuse and neglect than 
those in the Northwest or Southwest. 

• Residents in the Northeast / East were more concerned about domestic violence than those 
in the Northwest or Southwest.  
  

For other key concerns, such as unaffordable medical insurance or copays, crime, and distracted 
driving, there were no differences by location. For more information, see Appendix D for a table of 
means for each concern, broken down by geography.  

Concerns in Resident Survey by Community Engagement 

We also examined each concern by the engagement variable (described on page 11) to determine 
whether there were differences in levels of concern about issues between people who are more or 
less engaged with their community.  

For a handful of concerns, the less engaged residents were more concerned. These included 
mental illness or emotional issues among adults and children, commuting out of the county for 
jobs that pay well, and it being hard to know where to find services when one needs help. There 
were no significant differences for most of the concerns. See Appendix E for the full table of means 
for each concern, broken down by community engagement. 

Challenges Affecting People in Licking County – Key Informants and Focus Groups 

Concerns Identified by Key Informants 

Key informants also reported the biggest challenges facing Licking County in an open-ended 
fashion, and researchers coded the responses into categories. One quarter of them said the 
biggest challenge is the availability of jobs that pay a living wage or economic opportunities in 
general. In addition, 8% mentioned the need for higher paying or professional jobs. Poor 
educational opportunities (16%) and poverty related issues (13%) were also frequently mentioned. 
See the Table 9 for the full list of categories. 
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Table 9: Biggest Challenges Faced by Licking County, According to Key Informants 

  n=152 

Jobs that pay a living wage, economic opportunities 25% 
Poor schools / Lack of education / Lack of post-secondary 

educational opportunities 16% 

Poverty and related issues (hunger, homelessness) 13% 
Drug abuse 9% 

Lack of public transportation 8% 
Need for higher paying / professional jobs 8% 

Affordable, accessible healthcare, including mental healthcare 6% 
Sufficient resources for those in need 5% 

Affordable, safe housing 5% 
Poor infrastructure, lack of funding to improve infrastructure 5% 

Lack of leadership, motivation, and collaboration to produce 
change 4% 

Other 19% 
Note: Percentages do not add to 100% because multiple codes could apply 
to each response.  

 

Other Concerns Identified by Focus Group Participants 

Focus group participants identified what they thought were the most important issues facing 
Licking County residents. Their concerns were generally similar to the concerns identified by survey 
respondents. Although the issues they perceived as important and the severity of these issues 
differed widely based on what area of the county the respondents live in, the issue of poverty 
stood out as a very important issue across the entire county. Respondents feel that there are 
several factors contributing to poverty within Licking County. First, in line with survey respondents, 
they think it’s too difficult to find jobs within the county and too many people have to commute to 
Columbus for work. In addition, they said the jobs within Licking County pay significantly less than 
similar jobs in Columbus. Finally, there are not enough jobs to cater to different education levels. 
Other issues that were identified in multiple groups include drug abuse, crime, and lack of services 
or resources. 

One issue that focus group participants perceived as less of a concern than survey respondents 
was distracted driving.  None of the focus group participants identified distracted driving as one of 
the most important issues facing Licking County residents, and when the issue was brought up for 
discussion some respondents said they did not think it was a major issue. Some participants said 
they see distracted driving regularly; they just didn’t feel that it’s as weighty of a problem as other 
issues facing the county. 

Participants from different areas identified other issues. Utica participants immediately identified 
lack of jobs and poverty as the primary issue, but also mentioned several issues that they feel stem 
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from poverty: drug abuse, crime, and domestic violence. Participants in Newark feel that there is a 
lack of resources especially for children, seniors, and those who are in poverty. In Johnstown, 
participants worry about large corporations taking over the town and not giving back to the 
community, and these corporations bringing in crime and people who don’t care about the 
community. They also feel that there are not enough local businesses. Hebron participants were 
mainly concerned with poverty and the related issues of high taxes and lack of affordable housing. 
Finally, participants in Pataskala were most concerned about drug abuse, crime, overcrowding of 
schools, and lack of services and resources to support community growth. 

Concerns Reported by 211 & Pathways of Central Ohio 

211 is Licking County’s confidential crisis hotline and information center. To facilitate the 
identification of resident needs, 211 provided the top reasons for calls to the hotline in two 
categories: information and referral and crisis needs.  

Information and referral calls most often focused on financial assistance for basic needs – utilities, 
shelter and food, echoing the focus group findings just reported. Medical and health needs, 
legal problems and mental health needs were also common reasons why residents called 211 for 
additional information.   

Table 10: Most Common Calls to 211 for Information and Referral 

Information & Referral Calls 
2010 
rank 

2011 
rank 

2012 
rank 

2013 
rank 

2014 
rank 

Average 
rank 

Financial Assist: Utilities 1 1 1 3 3 1.8 
Financial Assist: Shelter 2 2 2 2 2 2.0 

Financial Assist: Food 5 3 3 1 1 2.6 
Financial Assist: Other 4 5 4 4 4 4.2 

Medical/Health 3 4 5 5 5 4.4 
Legal Problem 6 6 7 6 6 6.2 
Mental Health 7 7 6 7 7 6.8 

Housing 8 8 8 8 n/a 8.0 
Financial Assist: Transportation n/a n/a n/a 10 8 9.0 

Drug/Alcohol 10 9 9 n/a 9 9.3 
Financial Assist: Household 9 10 10 9 10 9.6 

!

The most frequent crisis calls were for dental health needs, which has increased dramatically from 
being absent in the top 10 in 2010, to being ranked 4th in 2011 and being the most common crisis 
need in years 2012 – 2014. This need was also expressed strongly in the direct service recipient 
survey, suggesting it may be an unmet need among Licking County’s most vulnerable populations. 
Mental health crises were ranked 2 and 3 (with anxiety / panic and suicide being the most 
common crisis calls) followed by medical / health needs.  
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Table 11: Most Common Crisis Calls to 211  

Crisis Calls 
2010 
rank 

2011 
rank 

2012 
rank 

2013 
rank 

2014 
rank 

Average 
rank 

Dental Health n/a 4 1 1 1 1.75 
Anxiety/Panic 1 2 2 2 2 1.8 

Suicide Threat 5 3 3 3 3 3.4 
Medical/Health 4 1 4 5 4 3.6 

Relationship Problem 2 7 5 6 5 5 
Lonely 3 6 8 4 8 5.8 

Drug/Alcohol 7 8 7 7 7 7.2 
Housing n/a 5 6 8 10 7.25 

General Depression 6 9 10 9 6 8 
Abuse/Violence 8 n/a 9 10 9 9 

Grief/Loss 9 10 n/a n/a n/a 9.5 
Legal Problem 10 n/a n/a n/a n/a 10 

 

Summary of Issues / Concerns 

Across all of the measures discussed above, Licking County residents were most concerned about 
alcohol or drug abuse among adults, distracted driving and commuting outside of the county 
for jobs that pay well. Additionally, child abuse or neglect, alcohol or drug use among 
children, crime, and unaffordable medical insurance or copays were also top concerns. 

Key informants shared many of these concerns, but were largely focused on economic matters, 
specifically job related issues such as unemployment and underemployment.  They were also 
concerned that students were not well-prepared by schools and had a perceived lack of 
educational opportunities overall.   

Key informants and direct service recipients felt a lack of public transportation, mental illness 
among adults and children, and not having enough money for food, clothing or shoes were 
significant challenges facing Licking County. These same concerns, along with a focus on dental 
care, were highlighted in calls made to the County’s 211 Information and Referral hotline. 
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In-depth Focus on Top Concerns 

Having identified the top concerns across the surveys of Key Informants, Direct Service Recipients 
and Licking County Residents, the Community Blueprint Committee next turned to gathering as 
much information about those concerns as possible.  

Specifically, Illuminology first summarized all primary data available from all sources within the 
project. At the same time, the Secondary Data Committee identified the various sources of data 
already collected about these same topics. In searching for data, the committee focused on two 
primary questions: 1) What data exist to tell us more about whether this issue is on the increase or 
decrease in Licking County? and 2) What data exist to tell us what resources Licking County has to 
combat this issue? The report now turns to an in-depth exploration of each of the top issues 
identified in the Community Blueprint process.  

Alcohol or Drug Abuse Among Adults 

Across those who were surveyed, the problem of alcohol or drug abuse among adults was the 
most serious concern in Licking 
County.  It ranked #1 or #2 on 
average for residents, direct 
service recipients, and key 
informants, and was selected as 
the #1 or #2 most important issue 
out of its set by all three groups. 
Clearly, people in Licking County 
believe abuse of alcohol and drugs is causing problems in the community. This concern appears to 
have increased significantly from the 2006 Community Blueprint process, when the average rank 
across all groups was 12. 

The issue of drug and alcohol abuse resonated with focus group participants in all the groups. 
They see the evidence of this abuse in their schools, communities and sometimes extended 
families. They noted that even if the drug abuse is among adults, the ramifications extend to 
children and families. Several focus group participants also mentioned how drug abuse might 
intersect with other issues like child abuse and mental health problems. This suggestion is 
confirmed for child abuse as experts at Licking County Job & Family Services / Children Services 
suggest that alcohol and drug use is involved in 70 – 90% of abuse cases. 

Focus group participants said the following about this issue: 

“I think drug abuse is rampant.” – Utica participant 

“It’s the children who get hurt the worst by it because they have parents who are out of control … 
oftentimes they’re left home alone because mom and dad are at the bar or someplace else.” – 
Newark participant 

Rank in Resident Survey: 2 
Rank in Direct Service Recipients Survey: 1 

Rank in Key Informant Survey: 1 
Average rank in 2006 Process: 12 

!

Top priority when selecting two most important issues  
among all three groups. 
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“I don’t think it’s as high as a lot of places. I think a lot of it is drugs, and not the alcohol as much.” – 
Johnstown participant 

“I can speak personally because we witnessed it through our rental properties. I would say, probably, 
throughout the ones in Newark, maybe one in Somerset, I’d say about a third of them are on drugs, 
marijuana, pills.” – Hebron participant 

Focus group participants suggested that increasing education about the consequences of drug 
and alcohol abuse would potentially help reduce abuse. They also mentioned that various 
community resources such as psychological services could help with the problem.  

Secondary data on this topic 

In line with participants’ reports in the Resident, Direct Recipient, and Key Informant Surveys, data 
from additional research clearly suggest that substance abuse is an important issue in Licking 
County. According to the Licking-Knox 2014 Community Plan, an estimated 12,325 Licking County 
residents age 12 and over need treatment services for substance dependence. In the 2008 Licking 
County Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS) Survey, substance abuse concerns 
(drug use, tobacco use, and alcohol use) comprised three of the six top health issues identified. In 
addition, the second-highest concern for Licking County was tobacco use and exposure – 19.7% 
participants indicated that they smoke daily. 

As shown in Table 12, nearly 20% of Licking County adult residents report drinking excessively, a 
percentage that is slightly greater than that observed for Ohio adults overall. "Excessive drinking" 
is defined as the percentage of adults that report either binge drinking (i.e., consuming more than 
4 (if female) or 5 (if male) alcoholic beverages on a single occasion in the past 30 days) or heavy 
drinking (i.e., consuming more than 1 (if female) or 2 (if male) alcoholic drinks per day on average). 

Table 12: Excessive Drinking – Licking County & Ohio 

 
Licking County Ohio 

2012 20% 18% 
2011 20% 18% 
2010 19% 17% 

Source: Centers for Disease Control & Prevention. 
Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System 7-yr 
estimates, as compiled by CountyHealthRankings.org 
 

In addition, as shown in Chart 1, retail sales of bottles of liquor per capita in Licking County have 
consistently increased from 2005 to 2010. However, in every year besides 2010 Licking County 
sales were lower than Ohio sales. 
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Chart 1: Retail Sales of Bottles of Liquor per Capita 

 
One major consequence of drinking is automobile accidents resulting from drinking and driving. 
As shown in Table 13, although only 6.4% of automobile accidents in 2013 in Licking County were 
alcohol-related, 50% of fatal accidents were alcohol-related. 

Table 13: 2013 Alcohol Related Automobile Accidents – Licking County 

 
Total Number 

Percent Alcohol-
Related 

 Total accidents 3168 6.4% 
 Fatal accidents 14 50% 
  Source: Centers for Disease Control & Prevention. Behavioral Risk          

Factor Surveillance System 7-yr estimates, as compiled by 
CountyHealthRankings.org 

 
That ratio of Licking County’s rate of unintentional drug overdose death compared to Ohio’s was .9 
suggesting that accidental drug overdoses are slightly less common in Licking County compared 
to the state as a whole.  As Chart 2 suggests, while the number of accidental overdoses in Licking 
County in 2012 was significantly lower than recent years, 2013 was among the highest recorded 
since 2002. 
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Chart 2: Unintentional Drug Overdose Deaths in Licking County (2002 – 2013) 

 
Source: Ohio Department of Health, “Unintentional Drug Overdose Death Rates for Ohio Residents by 
County”.” 

According to the Ohio Substance Abuse Network1, the most commonly abused drugs in Central 
Ohio (a 12-county area that include Licking County) in 2013 and 2014 are opioids – heroin or 
prescription drugs containing opiates – and marijuana.  In Franklin County, the Coroner’s office 
reported that 38.5 percent of all drug related deaths were caused by heroin overdose or the 
combination of heroin and other drugs.  

A recent Community Planning document for Licking and Knox County noted that the increase in 
ATOD use among children as they progress through the teenage years may occur because 
parental monitoring and supervision drops considerably at the high school level and parental 
norms against drinking alcohol also decrease by the end of high school. Additionally, the Ohio 
Substance Abuse Monitoring Network noted that marijuana use is common in younger age groups, 
and in June, 2014, reported an uptick in the use of Molly (also known as Ecstasy, a drug that is both 
a stimulant and a hallucinogenic) among teens in Central Ohio. 

 

Resources within the county dealing with this topic: 

• Alcoholics Anonymous (NA, Al-Anon, etc.), Behavioral Health Partners - Courage House, 
Licking County Alcoholism Prevention Program, Licking County Common Pleas Court Drug 
Court, Licking County Job & Family Services / Children Services (especially with regard to 
Medicaid expansion), Licking County LIFT Behavioral Healthcare Court, Licking Memorial 
Hospital, Licking Memorial Hospital - Shepherd Hill Mid-Ohio Psychological Associates, 
Main Place, Licking County Prescription Drug Taskforce, Pathways of Central Ohio, Spencer 
House, Spring Hills Baptist Church-Celebrate Recovery !  

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1!See!OSAM!Drug!Trend!Report!(June!2013!–!June!2014)!
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Distracted Driving 

Distracted driving, especially texting while driving, emerged as the number one concern in the 
survey of Licking County 
residents.  This issue was 
highlighted in several high 
profile accidents that occurred 
in the County before and during 
the fielding of the survey.2 
Additionally, Columbus 
television personality, Dom 
Tiberi, recently started a non-
profit charity and public awareness campaign in the wake of the death of his daughter in a 
distracted driving accident.  Direct service recipients and key informants attached less concern to 
this item. These surveys were completed later, perhaps after the most intense wave of attention to 
the high profile incidents in the county was over.  

Focus group participants were aware of these high profile incidents and also shared personal 
anecdotes about distracted driving. They never said this was a top concern in an open-ended 
fashion and seemed unsure about why it might raise to the top concern in the survey, but did 
acknowledge that distracted driving was a problem in the areas where they live. Focus group 
participants said the following about this topic:  

 “I think texting and driving or distracted driving could be more deadly in a place like Licking County 
where, you know, 62 is a two lane highway that’s going 65 miles an hour, where in Columbus, you 
know, maybe the road is 40 miles or 35 miles and there’s multiple lanes … I think the amount of 
severe accidents in Licking County is drastically higher.” – Johnstown participant 

“I think I see more distracted driving in the commute into town, like where there is a lot of traffic and 
everybody is going in for 8:00 or 8:30 or whatever and coming back in the evenings.” – Johnstown 
participant 

“A big part of the problem is how young people just think they’re not going to have an accident 
happen. My parents had a young man total his truck in their front yard because he was texting and 
driving and he flipped it.” – Newark participant 

“I haven’t really seen that throughout Licking County as much as I have Franklin County.” – Pataskala 
participant 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
2 See these links: http://www.10tv.com/content/stories/2014/09/29/columbus-ohio-no-jail-time-for-
distracted-driver-who-caused-fatal-crash.html 
http://www.10tv.com/content/stories/2014/05/17/licking-county-distracted-driving-awareness.html 
http://www.10tv.com/content/stories/2013/09/18/hilliard-maria-tiberi-obit.html 

Rank in Resident Survey: 1 
Rank in Direct Service Recipients Survey: 5 

Rank in Key Informant Survey: 8 
Average rank in 2006 process:  n/a 

  
Top priority when selecting two most important issues  

among residents and direct service recipients. 
!
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“You used to think that if you see an accident, that was run off the road … you’d think it was a drunk 
driver. But now it’s switching to somebody’s texting and run off the road instead of drunk driving. 
And it’s a problem everywhere.” – Utica participant 

The primary solution suggested by focus group participants for reducing distracted driving was 
increasing education about the consequences and the likelihood of accidents caused by distracted 
driving. They also suggested encouraging residents to use technology in ways to reduce 
distractions, encouraging residents to report problems to police, and changing the legal 
consequences of distracted driving to make the consequences more of a deterrent. 

Secondary data on this topic 

In Licking County in 2014, approximately 7% of all crashes (n = 239) were due to distracted driving.  

Table 14: Motor Vehicle Crash Statistics – Licking County (2014) 

  Licking County 

 
# % 

Fatal Injury Crashes 17 0.5% 
Injury Crashes 799 25% 
Property Damage Only Crashes 2,374 74% 
Driver Distracted Crashes 239 7% 

Source: Ohio Department of Public Safety - Crash Statistics. (2014). 
Table 1.01 & Table 4.09. 

 

Resources within the county dealing with this topic: 

• The Licking County Health Department is engaged in awareness raising around the issue of 
distracted driving, most recently in this 2015 press release for Distracted Driving month.  

• Additionally, at least one couple from Pataskala is engaged in a similar campaign, following 
the death of their daughter, along with the campaign by Dom Tiberi, mentioned previously. 

• Additional resources: National Safety Council, Ohio Department of Transportation 
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Commuting Outside of the County 

The need to commute outside of Licking County to obtain jobs, and especially jobs that pay well, is 
an important concern.3  On 
average, it was a top 10 concern 
for residents, direct service 
recipients, and key informants. 
Additionally, it was most 
commonly selected as the #1 or 
#2 most important issue within its 
set by all three of these groups.  
This issue appears to have 
increased slightly in concern, especially among residents and direct service recipients. Although 
key informants appear slightly less concerned, this is because they are most concerned about 
unemployment and underemployment (which was the most frequently selected top concern from 
Set 1; this option was not available to residents and direct service recipients).   

Commuting outside the county for good jobs was frequently mentioned as a concern by focus 
group participants, even before the issue was raised by the moderator. Many of the residents who 
participated in the focus groups commuted themselves to find good work, as do many of the 
people they know. Some residents also mentioned commuting out of the county even when jobs in 
their profession were available due to higher wages in Franklin County. This seemed to be 
especially true for nurses and other medical personnel (excluding doctors- no doctors participated 
in the groups). Focus group participants said the following about this issue: 

“Both my husband and I work in Columbus. We tell everybody, my nephews and stuff who are just 
getting jobs, don’t look in Licking County. Drive the 20 minutes and make $10 more an hour.” – 
Hebron participant 

“I think there are some very amazing companies within Licking County and even surrounding areas, 
but a lot of times their jobs are very specific … in my case, my job opportunity is in Columbus and a 
comparable job in Licking County would pay close to half what I make in Columbus.” – Johnstown 
participant 

“Even if you qualify, there’s not enough jobs. There’s not enough jobs to support all the people.” – 
Newark participant 

 “I don’t think there’s a whole lot in Licking County when it comes to higher paying jobs.” – Pataskala 
participant 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
3 The rank for the 2006 process is taken from the item that was described as “lack of jobs – not being able to 
find work.” 

Rank in Resident Survey: 3 
Rank in Direct Service Recipients Survey: 4 

Rank in Key Informant Survey: 9 
Average rank in 2006 process:  6 

 
Top priority when selecting two most important issues  

among residents and direct service recipients. 
!
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“I have a bachelor’s degree and I can’t find a job in Licking County anywhere. Anywhere. I have to go 
to Columbus. I don’t want to go to Columbus. I mean, this is why people leave around here. Because 
of the jobs. The lack of jobs.” – Utica participant 

To reduce this concern, focus group participants felt that areas in Licking County must have the 
infrastructure to draw in and support new businesses. However, many respondents were 
concerned about either drawing in too much business or drawing in the wrong type of business, 
especially in Pataskala. 

Secondary data on this topic 

As shown in Table 15, nearly half of Licking County residents (44%) reported commuting outside of 
their county of residence for employment - a percentage that is a great deal higher than what is 
observed across Ohio counties as a whole.  

Table 15: Commuting Out Of The County For Work – Licking County & Ohio 

 
Licking County Ohio 

2013 44.2% 27.2% 
2012 45.0% 26.9% 
2011 44.6% 26.9% 

Source: Census Bureau. American 
Community Survey 5-year estimates. Table 
S0801. 

 

Resources within the County dealing with this topic: 

• Grow Licking County, Licking County Chamber of Commerce, Licking County Job & Family 
Services / Children Services, Newark / Heath / Licking County Port Authority, 
OhioMeansJobs - Licking County, Workenomics 

 

Analysis of Commuting by Labor Code  

As shown previously, 55% of Resident Survey respondents (n=306) commute outside of Licking 
County for work, but this percentage varies significantly by employment industry.  Over three-
fourths of those in the finance, banking, and insurance and administrative and support services 
commute, while two-thirds of those working in information technology services, health care and 
social assistance, and professional, scientific, and technical services commute. On the lower end, 
most of those employed in accommodation and food services, agriculture, real estate, and arts, 
entertainment and recreation work in Licking County. 
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Table 16: Percent Who Commute Outside Licking County for Jobs,  
by Employment Industry 

 

 
  

 n = 152 

Finance, Banking, and Insurance 83% 
Administrative and Support Services 77% 

Construction 70% 
Information / Information Technology Services 67% 

Health Care and Social Assistance 66% 
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 66% 

Public Administration 62% 
Transportation and Warehousing 57% 

Utilities 49% 
Educational Services 49% 

Retail or Wholesale Trade 38% 
Manufacturing 32% 

Temporary Position or Other Services 32% 
Accommodation and Food Services 12% 

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing / Hunting 6% 
Real Estate Sales, Rental, Leasing 0% 

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 0% 
Mining / Oil and Gas Extraction n/a 
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Child Abuse or Neglect 

Child abuse or neglect was also perceived as a serious issue by those who completed the survey 
and among key informants. This 
issue appears to have increased 
in terms of rated concern from 
the 2006 process, the average 
rank was 18.4 

Focus group participants said 
the following about this issue: 

“I have experience with this. 
One of my … daughter’s 
friends gave my daughter a note last October that her step mom was beating her and had beat her 
right before we had seen her. They left and my daughter handed me the note, so I had to take it to 
file the report.  … I did find out the children were not removed from the home, nothing happened to 
the person who the report was about. So, I mean, it is definitely a problem.” – Hebron participant 

“I have witnessed it several times and I don’t know that it’s Licking County over anywhere else, but 
working in an environment where I see children who may or may not have been abused.” – 
Johnstown participant 

“Parents get so busy in what they’re doing and let the kids wander around the neighborhood, two, 
three year old little children. And can be snatched up just like that. I’ve seen a lot of that here. A lot.” – 
Johnstown participant 

“You can just stand in an aisle at Wal-Mart and see child abuse. It is just numbing. I mean it’s just 
amazing what people will do in public to their children. And that makes me wonder what is 
happening at home.”  - Newark participant 

Focus group participants suggested community resources such as a place where children can go 
24/7, and greater awareness of resources that already exist could help address this issue. They also 
mentioned resolving some of the root problems that lead to child abuse such as parents’ lack of 
education and jobs, and potential substance abuse.  

 

Secondary data on this topic 

Slightly fewer reports of possible child abuse/neglect in Licking County were lodged with Licking 
County Job & Family Services / Children Services in 2014, as compared to 2012.  

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
4!The!2006!item!was!described!as!“Family!violence,!abuse!of!children!or!adults.”!

Rank in Resident Survey: 4 
Rank in Direct Service Recipients Survey: 8 

Rank in Key Informant Survey: 2 
Average rank in 2006 process:  18 

 
Top priority when selecting two most important issues  

among residents and direct service recipients. 
!
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Table 17: Child Abuse / Neglect Reports – Licking County 

 

 
Licking County 

2014 1,685 
2013 1,937 
2012 1,709 
2011 1,830 
2010 1,785 
2009 1,614 

Source: Licking County Job & 
Family Services / Children Services 

 

Resources within the county dealing with this topic: 

• Behavioral Healthcare Partners (BHP), Licking County Job & Family Services/Children 
Services, Licking Memorial Health Systems (including Kids Team), Local Police Agencies, 
Local Sheriff Agencies, Licking County Domestic Relations Court, Newark City Schools 
Safety Helpline, Pathways of Central Ohio, The Woodlands New Beginnings Shelter 

 
!

!
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Alcohol or Drug Use Among Children 

While alcohol or drug abuse among adults was considered one of the most serious concerns, 
alcohol or drug abuse among 
children was also perceived to 
be a problem in Licking County, 
if somewhat less problematic. 
This concern appears to have 
increased since the 2006 
Community Blueprint process.5 

Focus group participants said 
the following about this issue: 

“If that’s what you’re raised in and that’s what you know, that it can continue, or even … if your 
parents are not around, and there are no rec places for you to go, what are you going to do to pass 
time?  … I don’t know that it’s any more in Licking County than not. I think that it’s definitely higher in 
places like Newark than Johnstown.” – Johnstown participant 

“And it goes on from the wealthiest kids on down. … There are a lot of bored kids and they just turn 
to drugs and alcohol for their weekend entertainment.” – Newark participant 

“My son’s dad’s a cop so … I hear a little more. My boys are in high school, I just think drugs are 
everywhere.” – Pataskala participant  

Similar to solutions for adult substance abuse, focus group participants felt that educating people 
about the consequences of substance abuse could be beneficial. They also mentioned giving 
children other options for more healthy activities, such as organized sports.  

 

Secondary data on this topic 

Table 18 shows self reported alcohol, tobacco and marijuana use among 8th, 10th and 12th graders 
in Licking County and in Ohio. Nearly 10% of 8th graders report using alcohol in the past 30 days, 
which increases to 40% by 12th grade. Smaller but still significant proportions of students report 
using tobacco and marijuana. 
 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
5 The 2006 item was described as “Alcohol and/or other drug abuse among children and teens.” 

Rank in Resident Survey: 5 
Rank in Direct Service Recipients Survey: 9 

Rank in Key Informant Survey: 4 
Average rank in 2006 process:  12 

 
Top priority when selecting two most important issues  

among residents and key informants. 
!
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Table 18: Reported Alcohol, Tobacco or Marijuana Use in the Past 30 Days  

 

Licking County 
(used in past 

30 days) 

Ohio                     
(used in past 

30 days) 
 ANY ALCOHOL 

  8th graders 9.0% n/a 
 10th graders 22.1% 21.7% 
 12th graders 39.7% 40.1% 
 ANY TOBACCO 

  8th graders 8.6% n/a 
 10th graders 18.5% 18.7% 
 12th graders 33.5% 26.4% 
 MARIJUANA 

   8th graders 7.2% n/a 
 10th graders 16.0% 

20.7%6  12th graders 25.7% 
 

Sources: Licking County data are from the 2011-2012 PRIDE Survey. Ohio data 
are from Ohio Department of Health's 2013 Youth Risk Behavior Survey. 
n/a=Data were unavailable 

 

 

Resources within the county dealing with this topic: 

• Behavioral Healthcare Partners of Central Ohio, Licking County Alcoholism Prevention 
Program, Mental Health America of Licking County, National Youth Advocate Program, 
Newark City Schools Safety Helpline, Our Futures, Pathways of Central Ohio, Spring Hills 
Baptist Church – Celebrate Recovery, The Woodlands 

 
!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
6 Data for specific grades is not available at the state level for this measure. This percentage combines across 
9-12 graders. 
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Crime 

Licking County residents perceive crime as a more significant issue than direct service recipients 
and key informants. When crime 
was mentioned in the focus 
groups, participants said they 
think crime is increasing. While 
residents seem more concerned 
about this concern now than in 
2006 (where this issue ranked 13th 

among residents), the average 
level of concern is about the 
same. 

Focus group participants said the following about this issue: 

“I’ve been robbed three times at my house.” – Hebron participant 

“The crime moving out of the metro area … we’ve seen an increase.” – Johnstown participant 

“At my son’s dad’s place in Pataskala … the crime is bad. It’s getting worse. Pataskala used to be safe. 
Now it’s not.” – Pataskala participant 

“When I read The Standard … the crime reports would be, somebody’s mailbox got hit. And now it’s 
three, just the last one, $3,000 worth of stuff taken at Kroger’s and people slashing tires and stealing 
out of people’s houses.” – Pataskala participant 

Focus group participants generally felt that crime is an issue that is closely tied with other problems 
such as substance abuse and poverty. They felt that solutions to these other issues would bring 
about reductions in crime. In addition, they felt that more extreme consequences would help 
reduce crime. 

 

Secondary data on this topic 

Both violent and property crime have increased over the past few years, with many more reports of 
violent crime occurring in 2012 than in 2010.  

Table 19: Violent And Property Crime Incidents - Licking County  

 
Violent Crime 

Property 
Crime 

2012 533 4,842 
2011 496 4,456 
2010 274 4,488 

Source: Ohio Department of Criminal Justice Services - 
Crime Statistics. 

Rank in Resident Survey: 7 
Rank in Direct Service Recipients Survey: 16 

Rank in Key Informant Survey: 20 
Average rank in 2006 process:  14.3 

 
Top priority when selecting two most important issues  

among residents. 
!
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Resources within the county dealing with this topic: 

• Licking County Sheriff, Newark City Police Department, Heath Police Department, Granville 
Police Department, Pataskala Police Department, Ohio State Highway Patrol – Licking 
County Post. 
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Domestic Violence 

Though not considered a top #1 or #2 issue for many people, domestic violence ranked in the top 
ten concerns for residents, direct 
service recipients, and key 
informants.  This concern appears to 
have increased dramatically since the 
2006 process.7  

Focus group discussions revealed 
that many believed it was a significant issue, though it was more of a private crime, and thus they 
could not be sure how much of an issue it was throughout Licking County.  

Focus group participants said the following about this issue: 

“I’ve seen it happen to neighbors and families in Johnstown. I don’t know more than other places, but 
I guess I had never seen it first hand and elevate quickly.” – Johnstown participant 

“Because we’re in a more isolated community, I guess, than the big cities I suspect that it may be a 
little less, but that’s just because I’m in my little bubble.” – Johnstown participant 

“It’s where I lived before … it was the physical abuse between the granddaughter and her assorted 
boyfriends right on the front lawn. For every child to see, we’ve got our friends  who moved away 
because their child was seeing these things in front of their house. And so many people said I can’t 
believe things like that happen in Granville … well it’s right next door and I’ve made how many calls 
to the police to let them know that yet again there’s a fight on the front lawn.” – Newark participant 

“A man killed himself and his wife …I haven’t heard it much out here other than that particular one, 
but again, I don’t think unless you know someone, you’re not really going to be that exposed to it, 
because it’s kind of a private crime.” – Pataskala participant 

“Probably none of us see it though because you have to be in that household.” – Utica participant 

Focus group participants thought that greater access to community services such as shelters for 
victims of domestic violence would help to decrease its prevalence. They also thought greater 
education about what to do if one faces domestic violence as well as stronger punishments for 
offenders would help improve the situation. 

 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
7 The 2006 item was described as “Family violence, abuse of children or adults.” 

Rank in Resident Survey: 6 
Rank in Direct Service Recipients Survey: 6 

Rank in Key Informant Survey: 7 
Average rank in 2006 process:  18 

!
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Secondary data on this topic 

Reports of domestic violence in Licking County have increased slightly from 2010, from 640 to 669.  

Table 20: Domestic Violence Incidents - Licking County  

 
Licking County Ohio 

2012 669 41,053 
2011 774 44,302 
2010 640 40, 283 

Source: Ohio Attorney General Office / Ohio Bureau of 
Criminal Identification & Investigation. Count includes both 
DVI and DVI-Other reports. 

 

Resources within the county dealing with this topic: 

• Behavioral Healthcare Partners (BHP), Licking County Coalition for Housing, Licking County 
Job & Family Services/Children Services, Licking County Domestic Relations Court, Licking 
Memorial Health Systems, Local Police Agencies, Local Sheriff’s Agencies, The Woodlands 
New Beginnings Shelter. 

 

!
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Unaffordable Medical Insurance or Copays 

Residents consider unaffordable medical insurance or copays to be a more significant concern, on 
average, compared to direct 
service recipients or key 
informants. In fact, 22% of 
residents ranked it as the #1 or #2 
most important issue in the first 
set of issues. Concern around this 
issue appears to have decreased 
from the 2006 Community 
Blueprint process, perhaps due to 
the advent of the Affordable Care Act and actions taken by the task force assigned to this issue.  

The specific emphasis on this topic among residents may reflect the fact that they do not represent 
the most vulnerable segment of Licking County (which is what led to the inclusion of the direct 
service recipients component of the 2015 Community Blueprint). These individuals may be facing 
higher premiums and copays but not qualify for Medicaid or other subsized insurance. Direct 
service recipients (and those who serve them) may see fewer gaps in medical insurance due to the 
availability of Medicaid and other lower cost options for them. 

 

Secondary data on this topic: 

Licking Memorial Hospital provided data regarding the age of residents utilizing the ER. Utilization 
rates are much higher among patients in their 20s versus all other age groups, which LMH suggests 
might indicate lack of primary care physician and / or lack of insurance. 

  

Rank in Resident Survey: 8 
Rank in Direct Service Recipients Survey: 11 

Rank in Key Informant Survey: 16 
Average rank in 2006 process:  1.7 

 
Also a top priority in ranked concerns among  

residents. 
!
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Chart 3: Emergency Department Visits by Age Group 

 
Source: Licking Memorial Hospital 

 

Licking Memorial also provided data regarding the overall most common reasons for visiting the 
emergency department, seen in Table 21 below. 

Table 21: Reasons for Emergency Department Visits  

 
Percent of total visits 

Upper Respiratory-related 11.2% 
Sprains / Strains 11.0% 

Dermatitis / Cellulitis 6.4% 
Abdominal  Pain 4.5% 

Back Pain 4.4% 
Open Wounds (Skin) 4.2% 

Head, Face, Eye, Ear, Mouth Injuries 3.1% 
Ear Infections 2.3% 

Fractures 2.4% 
Urinary Tract Infections 2.2% 

Source: Licking Memorial Hospital 

  
Licking County Department of Job & Family Services / Children Services indicated that the recent 
Medicaid expansion covered an additional 7,658 Licking County residents in 2014, representing an 
increase of 27% compared to 2013. 

Age!0T17,!22.5%!

Age!18T30,!26.1%!

Age!41T50,!
15.4%!

Age!51T60,!
12.6%!

Age!61T70,!10.1%!

Age!71T80,!5.8%!
Age!81T90,!2.7%! Age!91+,!0.5%!
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Resources within the county dealing with this topic: 

• Community Health Clinic, Licking County Foundation - Miller Fund, Licking County Health 
Department, Licking County Job & Family/Children Services – Medicaid (including Healthy 
Start), Licking Memorial Hospital 



Report to Community Blueprint Steering Committee                                                                                                             Page  
 

Illuminology 

 43 

Students Not Well Prepared by Schools 

Licking County residents and key informants in particular considered the educational options 
inadequate, and believed students were not well-prepared. When asked to describe the biggest 
challenge facing Licking County, 
16% mentioned the poor 
schools or lack of educational 
opportunities, second only to a 
lack of jobs. 

 

Secondary data on this topic 

There are a number of 
indicators available to help Licking County residents understand how families and schools are 
preparing their children for academic success. Looking first to the youngest of students, the state 
of Ohio uses the Kindergarten Readiness Assessment-Literacy to determine if students are ready 
for kindergarten. Students’ scores can place them into one of three bands, and those students who 
score in Bands 2 and 3 are considered ready for kindergarten. Compared to Ohio overall, Licking 
County students are slightly more likely to be ready to begin kindergarten. Specifically, 82.3% of 
Licking County children score in Bands 2 and 3 of Ohio’s Kindergarten Readiness Assessment-
Literacy. 

Table 22: Students Not Well Prepared By Schools – Licking County & Ohio 

 

Licking 
County Ohio 

Ready For Kindergarten (KRA-L); 2013-2014 82.3% 78.8% 
3rd Grade Reading Proficiency; 2013-2014 86.7% 81.0% 
4-year High School Graduation Rate; 2012-2013 92.0% 82.2% 
Source: Ohio Department of Education, iLRC Power User Reports 

  

Looking next to elementary students, 86.7% score at the proficient level or higher during their 3rd 
grade reading assessment. And 92% of Licking County ninth grade students received a high school 
diploma four years later. These two indicators of educational preparedness are each more positive 
than what is observed across Ohio overall.  

Resources within the County dealing with this topic: 

• Denison University, Licking Area Computer Association (LACA), Licking County Educational 
Services Center, Licking County Board of Developmental Disabilities, 
OhioMeansJobs/Licking County, Licking County Department of Job & Family Services / 
Children Services, Ohio State University – Newark, Ohio University – Zanesville,  

Rank in Resident Survey: 10 
Rank in Direct Service Recipients Survey: 14 

Rank in Key Informant Survey: 17 
Average rank in 2006 process:  n/a 

 
Also a top priority in ranked concerns among  

residents and key informants. 
!



Report to Community Blueprint Steering Committee                                                                                                             Page  
 

Illuminology 

 44 

Teen Pregnancy 

Teen pregnancy did not rank as a #1 or #2 concern for many survey respondents, but on average 
was considered a relatively 
serious issue. It appears to have 
increased slightly in concern as 
compared to the 2006 process 
among residents. 

This issue was also raised in the 
Newark and Utica focus groups  

 

Secondary data on this topic:  

The Ohio Health Department provided data regarding age group of the mother for all live births in 
Licking County from 2006 – 2014. The chart below shows the percentage of live births to teenage 
mothers during that period. Teenage births have declined in the county since 2012 to roughly 
1.5% of all live births. The highest percentage in recent history was 3.5% (more than twice the 2014 
percentage), reported in 2008. 

Chart 4: Percent of Live Births in Licking County to Mothers Under Age 18 

 
 

Resources within the County dealing with this topic: 

• Catholic Social Services, Family Health Services of East Central Ohio, Heartbeats 

! !

2.4%! 2.5%!

3.5%!

2.1%!
2.5%!

2.0%!
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Rank in Resident Survey: 10 
Rank in Direct Service Recipients Survey: 14 

Rank in Key Informant Survey: 17 
Average rank in 2006 process:  14 

 
Also a top priority in ranked concerns among  

residents and key informants. 
!
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Effectively Redirecting Community Resources 

Key informants shared suggestions for how community resources might be redesigned or 
redirected to be more effective. The most common theme involved increased collaboration, 
whether it be between service providers, public private partnerships, or other types of partnerships 
in order to more efficiently distribute resources among all members of the community. Some said 
the following: 

“I think that the non-profits, businesses, and churches need to come together to share resources and 
expertise  in order to make a greater impact in the community.” 

“I do think there are many organizations that overlap services.  If they joined forces, they could save 
money and time.” 

“More public-private partnerships would help – such as what’s happening in downtown Newark.” 

“Non profits need to learn more about measurement and goal setting. Organizations should pool 
their resources and improve their coordination of services.” 

Many of the suggestions for redirecting resources reflect some of the key challenges facing Licking 
County discussed above. Several key informants believe a focus on improving public 
transportation is essential.  For example, they said: 

“We need regional transportation services to benefit working people and to give the poor access to 
jobs.  We need local transportation systems that will allow people to shop and work without having to 
own many vehicles.” 

“Resources are available but are mostly located around downtown area. People don't have 
transportation to get to social services locations. People don't have access to online resources8. 
Public Transportation is key to a lot of our problems in LC.” 

“The transportation system needs to completely overhauled and publicized better.  Out of County 
transportation also needs to be considered, especially to medical appointments in Franklin or 
Muskingum Counties.” 

Other key informants would like to see an improved focus on helping people who suffer from 
mental health problems, including substance abuse issues.  These individuals suggested: 

“Review the quality of Mental Health Services that are available from our community agencies.  Are 
we attracting and keeping the kinds of therapeutic service recipients that we need to meet the needs 
of individuals in our community with mental illnesses?” 

“Depression screening at Newark High School recently revealed 35% of the current freshman class 
lives with some depression and should have some type of intervention. Does our county have the 
resources to deal with the growing number of people experiencing mental illness?” 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
8!This!appears!to!vary!by!population.!Experts!at!the!Ohio!Department!of!Job!&!Family!Services!/!Children!Services!
suggested!that!online!tools!have!helped!them!increase!access.!!Online!applications!for!public!assistance!have!increased!
from!20%!in!2008!to!over!50%!today!and!“interview”!show!rates!are!90%!when!conducted!by!telephone!vs.!60%!when!inT
person.!
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“More effective services for the treatment of mental health and substance abuse disorders should be 
available.  Most of the problems with crime and homelessness are related to these.” 

Additionally, some suggest directing resources toward communication, including what issues the 
community is facing, but especially toward publicizing services currently available to those in need.  
For example, they said: 

“Perhaps a flyer for all businesses to post at their place of business, with some key phone 
numbers/addresses for places to go/call for key issues like...homelessness, drug abuse, physical 
abuse, job assistance. Maybe we have them all in one place already, but making it simple and all 
together should help everyone...whether it be folks who witness/observe problems...or those who 
have the problems themselves.” 

“I feel making people in the community better aware of the services available would be helpful.  211 
is under publicized in the community.” 

“It’s about educating the people who need the service and then helping them see the outcome is 
better than what they have now but they need to put in effort too to see the long-term benefits.” 

Other themes included supporting youth related issues, providing basic services, including food 
and preventing homelessness, encouraging job creation and training, effectively fighting crime, 
improving infrastructure, ensuring residents have quality, affordable housing, and relying on 
empirically tested and proven solutions. A full list of responses is included in Appendix F. 

Next Steps 

The 2015 Community Blueprint Process has clearly identified concerns that rise to the top for three 
key audiences: residents, key informants, and direct service recipients. Using the data provided in 
this report, members of the Steering, Secondary Data and Survey committees will convene a 
prioritization session on May 18th, 2015. This session will help further clarify priority issues and 
begin to help the Community Blueprint partners decide how to best move forward now that 
community concerns are documented. A report of that session will be provided under separate 
cover.  
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