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CHAPTER1 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY BASELINE CONDITIONS ASSESSMENT 

Assessment of Existing Conditions 
Developing a Transit Development Plan (TDP) is an important process for any transit agency seeking to 
improve and expand their transit services. A TDP serves as a blueprint for the transit agency, outlining the 
short-term and long-term goals, objectives, and strategies to improve transit services and meet the 
changing needs of the communities they serve. However, a successful TDP is not just about designing 
better transit services or improving infrastructure. It must also take into account the diverse needs and 
characteristics of the people who use the transit system. 

Demographic, socioeconomic, and commuting behavior are three crucial factors that must be considered 
when developing a TDP. Demographic information helps identify the characteristics of the transit market, 
such as age, gender, income, and race. This information is important because it helps the transit agency 
understand the diverse needs of their users and tailor their services accordingly. 

Socioeconomic factors, such as income and employment status, can affect the demand for transit 
services. For instance, people with low income may be more reliant on public transit as their primary 
mode of transportation, while those with higher incomes may have more options and choose to drive 
instead. Understanding these differences can help the transit agency identify areas where more transit 
service is needed and design services that are more affordable and accessible to a wider range of people. 

Commuting behavior is also an important factor to consider when developing a TDP. Commuting patterns 
can affect the demand for transit services and influence the design of the transit network. For example, if 
a significant number of people commute to a central business district, the transit agency may need to 
focus on providing high-frequency, direct routes to and from that area. 

This section will assess existing conditions and help Indian River County begin to identify and improve the 
transportation needs and quality of life of current and future residents. Key findings from this section will 
be incorporated in the development of alternatives for the final TDP. 

Description of Study Area 

The Indian River County TDP study area includes all of Indian River County and incorporated areas within 
the county, including the cities of Vero Beach, Sebastian, and Fellsmere and the towns of Orchid and 
Indian River Shores. Map 1-1 below illustrates the Indian River County transit service area. The study 
area serves as the geographic region where the transit agency's services operate or where they plan to 
expand in the future. Understanding the limits and characteristics of the study area is essential for 
developing a successful TDP because it provides the necessary context for the transit agency to make 

1 
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informed decisions about the design and implementation of transit services. By examining the study area, 
the transit agency can identify areas with high transit demand and locations that may be underserved. 
This information serves as a starting point for conducting a demographic analysis. 

Population and Housing Characteristics 

Public transit plays a crucial role in the development of cities and their surrounding regions, and it is an 
essential tool for promoting sustainable transportation, reducing traffic congestion, and improving 
mobility for all residents. However, to design effective transit service, it is critical to understand the 
population and housing conditions in the areas where the service will be provided. The demographic and 
housing characteristics of an area affect the demand for transit, the type of transit service needed, and 
the potential impacts of transit on the community. By considering these factors, Indian River County can 
ensure that transit service is responsive to the needs of the community and supports broader social, 
economic, and environmental goals. This section will explore the key population and housing factors that 
influence transit demand and identify strategies for designing transit service that meets the needs of 
diverse communities. 

Map 1-1. Indian River Study Area 

2 
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County Wide Characteristics 

In addition to informing policies and programs, understanding the socio-economic and demographic 
conditions of Indian River County can also play a crucial role in transit planning. By analyzing data from 
the U.S. Census American Community Survey (ACS), the Longitudinal Employment Household Dynamics 
(LEHD), and the University of Florida's Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR), we can gain 
insights into population density, commuting patterns, and employment trends, among other factors, that 
can inform decisions about transit service levels, routes, and infrastructure investments. For instance, 
data on population density and commuting patterns can help identify areas of high demand for transit 
services, while information on employment trends can guide decisions about the timing and frequency of 
transit services. Additionally, BEBR's data on population projections can help identify trends to target 
investments for transit alternatives and prioritize new transit infrastructure. Overall, by leveraging data, 
we can develop a better understanding of the unique transportation needs of Indian River County and 
develop a transit system that is efficient, effective, and serves the needs of 

Indian River County's demographics are changing in ways that reflect broader trends in the state of 
Florida, and these changes have significant implications for public transportation demand and services. 
Over the past decade, Indian River County's population has grown by over 10% to reach over 160,000 
residents. The population is projected to continue to rise, but just at a slower rate than previously, 
according to the University of Florida's Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR). As of 2021, 
the county's estimated population was 161,702, and BEBR projects that the county's population will 
continue to grow in the coming years. By 2025, the county is expected to add around 10,000 more 
residents, bringing the population to 171,500. The population is projected to reach 206,800 by 2050. 

The age distribution in Indian River County is an important factor that can influence transit demand and 
usage. As Figure 1-1 shows, the percentage of the population aged 65 and over has been increasing over 
the years, from 28.6% in 2012 to 34.5% in 2021. This demographic is likely to have more mobility issues, 
making them more dependent on transit services for their transportation needs. 

In contrast, the percentage of the population under 18 has been decreasing over the years, from 18.3% in 
2012 to 15.4% in 2021. This demographic is less likely to have a driver's license and a car, making them 
potential users of transit services. 

Furthermore, the aging of the population has implications for the types of services that are required. For 
instance, older individuals may require more accessible and comfortable transit vehicles, such as low-
floor buses or paratransit services, which cater to individuals with disabilities. This may necessitate the 
deployment of specialized transit services that cater to this specific demographic. 

The Indian River County population has also become more educated with the share of high school 
graduates increasing 6.6% and the share of those with a bachelor's degree or higher increasing 27.0%. 
Citizens with lower levels of educational attainment may be more likely to use public transportation if 

3 
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they are in lower-paying jobs or cannot afford a car. Workers with higher levels of education may be 
more likely to have access to higher-paying jobs that require a car for commuting. 

Figure 1-1. Population Trends in Indian River County, FL 
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Along with population increases, there was a 237% increase in building permits issues in the 
Sebastian/Vero Beach Metropolitan Statistical Area between 2012 and 2021, and a 10.7% increase in 
housing units. Figure 1-2 displays the trends in both housing units in Indian River County, Florida, and 
building permits issued in the Sebastian-Vero Beach Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is encompassed 
in Indian River County, Florida. 

While the pandemic affected the 2020 values, the increases in both housing units and building permits 
are proof that Indian River County, Florida is an area of significant growth, both in terms of the 
population change shown in Figure 1-2 and the increased units shown in Figure 1-2. 

4 



  
 
 
 

 

 

               
              
                  
                  

             
   

                  
                 

              

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     

             Figure 1-2. Housing Units and Building Permits in Indian River County, FL 
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Figure 1-3 displays economic and employment related metrics and their trends over the past decade. 
When considering some of the economic and employment characteristics in Indian River County, the 
share of persons living in poverty increased 17.5% from 2020, however that is still 29.7% lower than the 
share of people that were living in poverty in 2012. The median household income has increased 45.9% in 
the past decade while total employer establishments increased 13.2% and total employment increased 
23.2%. 

Figure 1-3 shows that the share of persons in poverty has decreased from values from a decade ago, 
however, the share has increased in the past year. The median household income per year has increased 
from last year, and from a decade prior, as shown with the red line. 
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Figure 1-3. Percent of Persons in Poverty in Indian River County compared to the Median Annual Household Income, 2012 2021 
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Figure 1-4 shows the trends in both employer establishments and total employment in Indian River 
County, Florida in the past decade. Both the number of total employer establishments and the total 
employees has increased annually. The number of employer establishments has increased 13 percent in 
the past decade while the share of employees in Indian River County has increased 23 percent. 

Figure 1-4. Employer Establishments and Total Employment in Indian River County, FL. 2012-2021 
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Community and Municipal Characteristics 

Indian River County encompasses several municipalities, including Fellsmere, Indian River Shores, Orchid, 
Sebastian, and Vero Beach. Understanding the population trends within these municipalities is essential 
for identifying the areas of growth and planning for future development (see Table 1-1). 

In 2020, the largest municipality in Indian River County was Sebastian, with a population of 25,054 
people. Vero Beach had the second largest population, with 16,354people. The smallest municipality in 
terms of population was Orchid, with 516 people. Fellsmere had a population of 4,834 people, while 
Indian River Shores had a population of 4,241 people. 

Compared to the 2010 population numbers, four of the five municipalities in Indian River County 
experienced population growth between 2010 and 2020, with the largest percentage increase seen in 
Sebastian, which grew by 20.7%, while Indian River Shores saw the smallest increase, growing by just 
9.8%. 

In terms of population density, Indian River Shores had the highest density with 1,723 persons per square 
mile, followed closely by Sebastian with 1,891 persons per square mile. Vero Beach city had a density of 
1,279 persons per square mile, while Fellsmere and Orchid had densities of 901 and 489 persons per 
square mile, respectively. 

Overall, Indian River County had a population of 159,788 people in 2020, with an overall population 
density of approximately 318 persons per square mile. This reflects a modest increase in population since 
2010, when the county had a population of 138,028 people and a density of approximately 271.8 persons 
per square mile. The cities that are located within Indian River County are shown in Table 1-1. 

Table 1-1: Municipal Population Trends 

Municipality Name Total population 
(2010) 

Total Population 
(2015) 

Total Population 
(2020) 

Fellsmere 5,059 5,390 4,834 
Indian River Shores 3,876 4,026 4,241 
Orchid 399 374 516 
Sebastian 21,238 22,920 25,054 
Vero Beach 15,866 15,788 16,354 

Current demographic trends are outlined in Table 1-2. Forecasted increases in population for both Indian 
River County, Florida, and for the state as a whole are also projected (see Table 1-3) Indian River County 
(see Map 1-2) is projected to increase by over 31 percent by 2045, while the state population is projected 
to increase just over 26 percent in that same timeframe. 
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Map 1-2. Cities of Indian River 
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2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

Population 140,567 141,994 144,755 147,919 151,563 154,383 157,413 159,923 159,788 163,662 

Population under 18 18.3% 18.1% 17.7% 17.2% 16.4% 16.5% 16.0% 16.2% 16.0% 15.4% 

Population 65 and over 28.6% 29.4% 30.3% 30.8% 32.0% 3 1.8% 32.6% 34.2% 32.9% 34.5% 

Percent Female 52.4% 5 1.7% 52.1% 52.9% 52.1% 52.5% 5 1.4% 5 1.2% 52.0% 52.1% 

White 87.4% 87.1% 87.7% 89.3% 88.4% 89.4% 89.0% 87.6% 87.9% 84.7% 

Black 10.3% 10.3% 10.0% 10.0% 9.1% 9.9% 9.9% 10.2% 9.8% 10.2% 

Hispanic 11.7% 11.7% 11.9% 12.1% 12.0% 12.5% 12.7% 12.7% 12.5% 13.3% 

Housing units 76,734 76,710 77,342 77,905 78,629 80,017 81,037 82,262 81,185 84,973 

Building permits (Sebast ian-Vero 
369 543 710 659 847 924 1,145 1,240 938 1,243 

Beach MSA) 
High schoo l graduate (25 and o lder) 86.3% 88.5% 88.4% 89.2% 87.3% 90.4% 88.6% 90.9% 90.1% 9 2.0% 

Bachelor's degree or higher 26.7% 26.2% 27.3% 25.5% 28.7% 30.4% 29.9% 31.3% 30.6% 33.9% 

Persons in poverty 17.2% 13.4% 15.1% 12.5% 11.9% 8.7% 9.7% 12.3% 10.3% 12.1% 

In civilian labor force 50.9% 50.9% 50.1% 46.7% 44.1% 48. 5% 48.5% 49.6% 47.6% 48.5% 

Mean travel time to work (minutes) 23.1 22.3 21.3 22.1 21.4 24.1 22 .1 23.0 22.9 23.4 

Median household income $40,413 $ 42,401 $46,238 $49,379 $49,072 $58,972 $57,508 $59,782 $57,945 $58,972 

Total Employer establishments 3,93 1 3,976 4,058 4,156 4,249 4,326 4,377 4,409 4,449 

Total employment 39,077 39,372 40,165 42,560 43,224 45,434 46,563 47,529 48,131 

Geography 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 Projected % change 
2020-2045 

Indian River County, FL 157,700 169,800 180,800 190,400 199,100 207,300 31.45% 

Florida 21,556,000 23,130,900 24,426,200 25,498,000 26,428,700 27,266,900 26.49% 

Goline Transit Development Plan: A Vision for 2033 

Table 1-2: Indian River County Trends 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

Table 1-3: Population projections 2020-2045 

Source: Projections of Florida Population by County, 2020-20701 

1 https://fdotwww.blob.core.windows.net/sitefinity/docs/default-source/planning/demographic/2070popprojection111720.pdf?sfvrsn=4d9f8d94_2 
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Examining census data at a smaller geographic detail than countywide can be better to measure transit 
demand because transit demand is not uniformly distributed across a county. Using data at the census 
block group level can provide more detailed insights into transit demand patterns. A block group 
typically consists of several blocks and has a population between 600 and 3,000 people. Analyzing 
census data at this level of detail can provide a more localized understanding of transit needs and 
identify specific areas where demand may be highest. 

The following maps show population totals to help highlight potential transit demand hotspots. Map 1-
3 shows the total population with the larger values represented with darker shades of blue and the 
lower population Census block groups shown with the lighter shades of yellow. Some of the darker 
shades are darker because of the size of the block. Using population and housing density maps can be a 
valuable complement to total population maps in transportation planning. While total population maps 
provide an overall view of the population distribution across an area, they do not account for variations 
in population density, which can greatly affect transit demand. 

Map 1-3. Total Population by Census Blockgroup in Indian River County, Florida, 2021 
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Map 1-4 shows the population density of each Census Block group in Indian River County, Florida, with 
the lower density areas depicted with lighter shades of green, while the higher density areas are shown 
with darker shades of blue. The density is displayed in units of people per square mile ranging from less 
than 710 people per square mile to more than 3,450 people per square mile. The majority of the 
population density is focused on the eastern side of the county, closest to the coast. The most densely 
populated block groups in the county are around Vero Beach and south. There are also select areas with 
increased population den Much 
of the less densely populated areas to the west is inclusive of the St. Sebastian River State Park and the 
Blue Cypress Conservation Area, preventing future growth in population. The current transit system 
overlay demonstrates the densest Census Block groups are served by the current fixed route bus service. 

Map 1-4. Population Density in People per Square Mile in Indian River County, Florida, 2021 
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Map 1-5 shows the variation in total households by Census block group in Indian River County, Florida in 
2021, with the Census block groups with the lowest number of households shown with lighter shades, 
and the blocks with the largest number of households are displayed as darker shaded blocks. 

Map 1-5. Total Households by Census Block in Indian River County, Florida, 2021 
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Map 1-6 displays the variations in the share of population that are children that live in Indian River 
County, Florida, with larger share of the population under 18 displayed as dark blue, and the shades get 
lighter as the share of children in that Census block group decreases. It is clear from the figure that there 
are less children that live closer to the water, and the share of children increases with progression 
westward. 

Map 1-6. Indian River County, Florida Share of Population under 18 years of age, 2021 
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Map 1-7 displays a map of the Census block groups in Indian River County, Florida, which are color-
coded to represent the various shares of the population that are aged 60 and above. The visible trend is 
how the population trends older toward the coast. It is also clear that a much smaller share of the 
population over 60 lives in the west portion of the county. 

Map 1-7. Share of Population over 60 Years of Age in Indian River County, Florida, 2021 
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The projected population of Indian River County for the year 2045 as shown Map 1-8 with the tracts 
with the smallest nominal populations shown with the light-yellow color, and the darker shades indicate 
greater nominal population values. It is clear from the projections shown Map 1-8 that the population is 
projected to remain concentrated mostly east of Interstate 95. 

Map 1-8. Projected Population for 2045 
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Socioeconomic Characteristics 

Socioeconomic characteristics can significantly impact public transit demand, as they influence the 
travel behavior and transportation needs of different communities. Factors such as income, 
employment status, and education level can impact a person's ability to access and use public 
transportation, as well as their willingness to do so. The following section addresses income and poverty 
levels in the county. Communities with lower income levels and a higher proportion of the community 
living below the poverty level have a higher demand for public transportation usage. 

Income 

Perhaps the most fundamental measure of economic opportunity is the median income. The median 
vel, where one-half of the block group makes above and the 

other half is below that income level. Map 1-9 displays the variation in median household income for 
each Census block group in Indian River County, Florida. As one might expect, the higher income 
brackets are located along the coastal Census block groups of the county, while the median household 
income decreases westward. This is expected due to the increased cost of living along any coastal area 
as compared to the cost of living inland. 
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Map 1-9. Median Household Income by Census Block in Indian River County, Florida, 2021 

17 



  
 

 

 

          
              
                 

           
        

                

15 

Percentage Below Poverty Line 
C] o%-3% 

D 3.1%-s.4% 

- 8.5%-17.9% 

- 18%-30.9% 

- 31%-68.6% 
0 

Palm Bay city 

Fellsmere 

s 
5 

91 

10 Miles 

0 Tampa 

□ 

... 
0 
I"\ 

r,:, 

i:i 
::s 

Miami 
0 

Poverty 

Another indicator of income is poverty. Map 1-10 shows the variation in the shares of population that 
live below the poverty line in Indian River County, Florida, by Census block group. The lighter shades in 
the figure represent lower shares of population who live below the poverty line, while the darker shades 
represent larger shares of the population that live in poverty. The areas with the highest shares of 
poverty are located around State Road 5. 

Map 1-10. Percentage of Population in Indian River County, Florida that live Below the Poverty Line, 2021 
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Lower incomes and poverty levels are often linked to households with zero vehicles available. 
Accordingly, exploring areas of the county with low vehicle ownership can help identify transit markets. 
Map 1-11 displays a visual representation of the shares of households with no vehicles in Indian River 
County, Florida with the lighter shades representing lower shares of households with no vehicles, and 
the darker shades representing the areas that have higher shares of households with no vehicles. The 
current GoLine fixed transit system routes are included on the map. It is clear from Map 1-11 that the 
current transit system provides service to the areas (along State Road 5 and 60) that are the most 
densely populated with households that have no vehicles. 

Map 1-11. Percent of Households with No Vehicles by Census Blockgroup in Indian River County, Florida, 2021 
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Labor and Employment Characteristics 

Journey-to-Work Characteristics 

Map 1-12 shows the share of the population that commutes for 45 minutes or more for a one-way trip 
to work. The figure displays the smallest percentages with lighter colors and the larger percentages with 
darker blue colors. It is obvious from the figure that the lowest shares of commuters that commute 45 
minutes or more are located around the Vero Beach area. 

Map 1-12. Percent of Commuters that Commute 45 minutes or more 
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Similar to Map 1-12, the lighter colors displayed in Map 1-13 represent the smaller shares of commuters 
that commute 60 minutes or more to work one-way, while the darker blue colors represent the larger 
shares of commuters that have a travel time to work of 60 minutes or more. The majority of Indian River 
County residents do not commute more than 60 minutes. 

Map 1-13. Percent of Commuters that Commute 60 minutes or more 
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The variations in the percent of commuters that commute via public transit are shown in Map 1-14. The 
lower shares are displayed as the lightest shaded color, while the larger shares of transit commuters are 
shown in blue. 

Map 1-14. Percent of Commuters that Commute via Public Transit 
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The variation in the percentage of commuters who drive alone to work are shown in Map 1-15, with the 
darkest blue colors representative of the largest shares of commuters who drive alone. It is clear from 
the figure that the majority of the Indian River County commuters drive alone to work. 

Map 1-15. Percent of Population that Drives Alone to Work 
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The range in percentages of commuters who carpool to work are shown in Map 1-16, with the lighter 

areas that have higher shares of carpooling commuters. 

Map 1-16. Percent of Commuters that Carpool 
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Map 1-17 displays the variation in shares of commuters that walk to work, with the smaller shares 
shown as light yellow and larger shares shown with darker blues. The figure clearly shows that the 
highest shares of walking commuters are in the Vero Beach vicinity. 

Map 1-17. Percent of Commuters that Commute by Walking 
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Work Force Characteristics 

The Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) database, which is produced by the United 
States Census Bureau, provides detailed information on workers' employment and commuting patterns. 
By using data from state unemployment insurance wage records, the LEHD database can identify where 
workers live and work, as well as the industries they are employed in and their earnings. This 
information can be used to understand the commuting patterns, origins, and destinations of workers in 
Indian River County. In this section, we summarize key findings from the LEHD dataset for Indian River 
County, including the total number of private primary jobs, worker age, earnings, industry sector, race, 
ethnicity, educational attainment, and sex. Further, we examine the origin and destinations of the 
workers in Indian River County. Together, these data illustrate the employment and commuting patterns 
of workers in the county, a key transit user segment. 

Employment density refers to the concentration of jobs in each area. Areas with higher job density have 
an impact on transit demand. Prioritizing transit service in areas with high employment density will have 
the greatest impact on GoLine riders. Map 1-18 illustrates areas in Indian River that have higher jobs per 
square mile. Employment density is most highly concentrated in and around the Vero Beach and central 
barrier island communities. 
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Map 1-18. Employment Density 
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Future employment growth is another indicator of transit demand, with areas of greater projected 
employment growth offering potential opportunities for public transit service to succeed. Map 1-19 
displays the projected number of employed people in Indian River County for the year 2045, with the 
lighter shaded colors representing the smaller numbers of employed people, and the darker colors 
represent the larger numbers of employed people. It is clear from the figure that employment is 
concentrated along the coastal areas and along State Road 60 towards Interstate 95. 

Map 1-19. Projected Employment in 2045 
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Worker Age 

Workers who are younger or older may be more likely to use public transportation than those in the 
middle age group. Younger workers may not yet have a car or may prefer the convenience and 
affordability of public transportation, while older workers may prefer not to drive or may no longer be 
able to do so. Slightly more than twenty-one percent (21.4%) of workers with jobs in Indian River County 
are aged 29 or younger, and 30.1% are aged 55 or older. This suggests that there may be some demand 
for public transportation among these age groups, who may be less likely to own a car or prefer not to 
drive. However, the largest age group is workers aged 30-54, who may be more likely to own a car and 
commute during peak hours. Map 1-20 below shows the location of jobs held by workers aged 29 and 
below. 

Map 1-20. Work Location of Employed Residents under Age 29 
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Worker Earnings 

Workers who earn less income may be more likely to use public transportation as it is often more 
affordable than owning and operating a car. Therefore, knowing where the highest densities of lower 
income workers reside often gives an indication of where public transportation is most in demand (see 
Map 1-21). In Indian River County, 21.8% of workers earn $1,250 per month or less, while 34.4% earn 
more than $3,333 per month. The largest share of workers in Indian River County earns between $1,251 
and $3,333 per month (43.8%). 

Map 1-21. Home Location of Indian River Residents Earning Less $1,250 a Month 
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Land Use 

The pattern of land use in Indian River County is reflected in the most recent future land use map (see 
Map 1-22). Currently, the areas east of I-95 contain most of the urban areas and some agricultural uses, 
while the western half of the county remains mostly designated as agricultural and natural areas. In 
addition, most of the urban and economic/industrial zoned areas in the eastern part of the county have 
followed the historic development of the transportation (roadway, rail) networks. In general, residential 
zones are in areas that offer close access to employment, education, or recreational opportunities. In 
addition, there are multiple higher density residential and commercial zones east of I-95, allowing for 
infill and redevelopment opportunities that can act as attractors for current and future public 
transportation users. 
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Map 1-22. Indian River County Future Land Use Map 
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Roadway Conditions 

Roadway conditions illustrate congested areas in Indian River County. The FDOT produces the Level of 
Service for roads, which grades the congestion levels on an A F scale. Roads operating below C are 
typically indicators of congestion. Map 1-23 reflects the daily level of service for 2020. There is only one 
roadway in the County that operates with a daily level of service of F. This roadway is on the barrier 
island within the City of Vero Beach. The projected congestion provides insight into roadways where 
congestion is expected. Map 1-24 below accents these patterns. Compared to 2020, the 2045 data 
indicates that 14 Roadway segments will be classified as Level of Service F. 

Map 1-23.  Indian River Daily Level of Service (LOS) 2020 
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Map 1-24. Indian River Daily Level of Service (LOS) 2045 
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CHAPTER2 

EXISTING SERVICES & PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

the transit agency's operati 

measures for both Indian River's fixed 

out National Transit Database (NTD) data are from FY 2021; however, Indian River's preliminary FY 2022 

data are also included (Indian River's fiscal year runs from October 1 through September 30) . The stud 

team gathered the data used in the trend analysis via a viewer role for Indian River's profile in the NTD 

online reporting system which is accessed through the Federal Transit Administration's (FTA) web portal. 

Overview 
This section includes a review of existing transit services in Indian River County and an evaluation of 
performance including a five-year trend analysis and a peer analysis that compares the County with 
similar transit systems based on size and other characteristics. A review of the existing transit service 
offered in India River County serves as a baseline of the service operating today and any supporting 
capital equipment used to provide the service. The performance evaluation was conducted using a 
sample of peers, which were selected based on similar urbanized area demographics and operating 
statistics to Indian River County. 

A performance review is one method of evaluating transit performance and consists of those aspects of 
on that can be measured quantitatively with data from a standard reporting 

instrument, in this case the National Transit Database (NTD). The NTD provides a consistent reporting 
format over a period of years, allowing for the measurement of performance indicators over time and a 
comparison of performance indicators between transit systems. However, a performance review does 
not provide insight into the quality of service or the level of passenger satisfaction. On-board surveys 
and other surveying techniques must complement the performance review in order to get a complete 
picture of the value of transit to the community. 

In addition to understanding the limits of this analysis, caution should be exercised in interpreting the 
meaning of the various measures. The performance review does not provide information regarding what 
aspects of performance are within the control of the agency and what measures are not. For instance, 
local policy decisions on land use, zoning, and parking can greatly dictate the types of services that will 
work for the community and therefore greatly impact performance. Another example is the operating 
expense measure, which can vary greatly between transit systems based on work rules and collective 
bargaining agreements. 

Trend Analysis 

The trend analysis comprises several performance measures, effectiveness measures, and efficiency 
-route (GoLine) and demand-response (Community Coach) services. 

The years covered include fiscal years (FYs) 2017 through 2022. It should be noted that the latest closed 

y 
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Goline' s fixed route motorbus service and Indian River's 

Goline's 

for some transit agencies in Florida. Between FY 2020 and FY 2021, Goline's ridership incr 

from FY 2021 to FY 2022. These numbers indicate that Goline's service continues to increase in 

Line's average fleet age declined over the trend 

Goiln n 

Fixed-Route Service 

Table 2-1 and 2-2 display NTD data for 
demand-response service from FY 2017 through FY 2022. Initially, this trend analysis was to show a five-
year period from FY 2017 to FY 2021. However, preliminary FY 2022 data became available during the 
time period of the TDP and can be updated as appropriate before the final TDP is prepared. As such, the 
tables show the percentage change for the six-year period from FY 2017 to FY 2022, as well as the 
percentage change from FY 2020 to FY 2021 and the percentage change from FY 2021 to FY 2022. These 
latter two percent changes illustrate recent changes as well as the recovery from Covid-19 ridership 
declines. 

Table 2-1 focuses on the GoLine fixed-route services. Regarding the general performance measures, the 
data show that GoLine has maintained relatively stable ridership over the trend period. The years 2017 
through 2019, ahead of the Covid-19 pandemic, saw ridership declining nationwide. Of course, the 
pandemic brought much more significant ridership declines for transit agencies around the country. 
However, during this time, ridership decline was minimal, compared to 30 percent and more 

eased more 
than five percent, while ridership continued to decline for many transit agencies in Florida. Preliminary 
FY 2022 data show another more than a five percent increase from FY 2021.  Ridership increases 
between FY 2020 and FY 2021 occurred along with slight decreases in miles and hours of service, 
vehicles, and route miles. 

For FY 2022, revenue miles of service have increased approximately five percent. Total operating 
expense varied over the trend period, increasing only two percent from FY 2017 to FY 2021; however, it 
did increase more than six percent from FY 2020 to FY 2021, and nearly 20 percent between FY 2021 
and FY 2022 (recall FY 2022 data are preliminary). Operating revenue comprises passenger fare revenue 
and any directly generated revenues. GoLine does not charge a fare, so the operating revenue shown in 
Table 5 represents other directly generated revenue, which is system-wide and not mode-specific. 

One effectiveness measure for transit service supply is vehicles miles per capita. According to Table 2-1, 
the value for this measure has decreased over the trend period but increased approximately five 
percent from FY 2021 to FY 2022. The effectiveness measures related to service consumption have 
mostly increased from FY 2017 to FY 2022 and all have increased from FY 2020 to FY 2021 and again 

productivity. The number of revenue miles between failures increased significantly over the trend 
period, but the value was low in FY 2017 (and FY 2018). The number of revenue miles between failures 
increased from FY 2021 to FY 2022. An increasing number of revenue miles between failures indicated a 
lower number of revenue service failures. The final effectiveness measure considered in this analysis is 
the average age of the vehicle fleet. Go period but 
increased from FY 2021 to FY 2022. 
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examines trend data for Indian River's demand 

Goiln n 

Efficiency measures are also included in Table 2-1. The operating expense ratios have mostly increased 
over the trend period, as well as between FY 2020 and FY 2021 and between FY 2021 and FY 2022. There 
is an exception, with operating expense per passenger mile decreasing 11 percent from FY 2020 to FY 
2021, before increasing slightly again in FY 2022. There are two vehicle utilization measures included in 
this analysis. Both revenue miles per vehicle miles (which can be used to calculate deadhead miles) and 
revenue miles per total vehicles increased over the trend period and in the last two to three years. The 
only exception is revenue miles per total vehicles, which declined approximately three percent between 
FY 2021 and FY 2022. Finally, as GoLine does not charge a fare, there is no fare data to report, and no 
farebox report to include in the TDP. Providing fare free transit is a policy decision by Indian River 
County; however, donations are encouraged.  

Demand-Response Service 

Table 2-2 -response services. Among the general 
performance indicators, demand-response ridership declined over the trend period, but has increased 
over 42 percent from FY 2021 to FY 2022. Miles and hours of service increased as well, while the number 
of vehicles available for maximum service has remained the same since FY 2020, and the number of 
vehicles operated in maximum service has remained the same since FY 2021. There has been a 
commensurate increase in total operating expenses from FY 2021 to FY 2022, although over the trend 
period these expenses were relatively stable. Operating revenue is not included in this table as it is a 
system-wide measure and so it is included in Table 2-2 with the GoLine data. As with GoLine, the 
demand-response service is fare free. 

Effectiveness measures for service supply and service consumption have been relatively stable over the 
trend period, with the exception of the per-capita measures. All of these measures have increased 
between FY 2021 and FY 2022. The increase in revenue miles between failures, both over the trend 
period and between FY 2021 and FY 2022, translates to fewer revenue service failures. 

For the efficiency measures, both operating expense per passenger trip and per passenger mile 
decreased approximately four percent from FY 2021 to FY 2022, while the remaining operating expense 
ratios increased. From FY 2016 to FY 2018, it should be noted that there was a small amount of fare 
revenue, but no fares from FY 2019 going forward and the fares are not shown in the table. The two 
vehicle utilization measures, revenue miles per vehicle mile and revenue miles per total vehicles 
increased during the trend period with only revenue miles per vehicle mile declining slightly between FY 
2021 and FY 2022. 
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%Change % Change % Change 
Fiscal Year 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022• 2017-2022 2020-2021 2021-2022 
General Performance Measures 
Service Area Population 143,696 151,825 151,825 151,825 159,923 163,662 13.89% 5.33% 2 .34% 
Service Area Population Density 665.3 702.9 702.9 702.9 761.5 754.2 13.36% 8.34% -0.96% 
Passenger Trips 1,205,677 1 ,220,339 1,226,631 1,078,079 1 ,138,698 1,204,772 -0.08% 5.62% 5 .80% 
Passenger Miles 6,081,890 5,626,596 5,383,004 4,417,326 5 ,319,168 6,111,998 0.50% 20.42% 14.91% 
Average Trip Length 5 .1 4.6 4 .4 4 .1 4.7 5 .1 -0.53% 13.93% 8 .60% 
Vehicle Miles 1,073,788 1,047,852 1,011,129 900,764 873,741 943,463 -12.14% -3.00% 7.98% 
Revenue Miles 990,238 978,431 941,584 872,784 852,841 894,712 -9.65% -2.28% 4.91% 
Vehicle Hours 62,976 60,624 57,559 52,920 52,761 52,760 -16.22% -0.30% 0 .00% 
Revenue Hours 55,459 54,992 51,950 50,122 50,020 49,880 -10.06% -0.20% -0.28% 
Vehicles Available for Maximum Service 26 27 23 22 21 20 -23.08% -4.55% -4.76% 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 16 15 15 15 14 14 -12.50% -6.67% 0 .00% 
Route Miles 385.0 348.0 355.0 357.0 337.0 342.0 -11.17% -5.60% 1.48% 
Total Operating Expense $3,058,360 $3,001,948 $3,007,526 $2,930,043 $3,122,983 $3,730,226 21.97% 6.58% 19.44% 
Operating Revenue $4,952 $19,673 $146,435 $631 $48,463 $32,151 549.25% 7580.35% -33 .66% 
Total Capital Expense $248,449 $644,539 $269,512 $272,982 $808,016 $340,128 n/a n/a n/a 
Effectiveness Measures 
Service Supply 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 7.47 6.90 6.66 5.93 5.46 5.76 -22.86% -7.91% 5.51% 
Service Consumption 
Passenger Trips per Revenue Mile 1.22 1.25 1.30 1.24 1.34 1.35 10.37% 7.68% 0 .85% 
Passenger Trips per Revenue Hour 21.74 22.19 23.61 21.51 22.76 24.15 11.10% 5.83% 6 .10% 
Passenger Trips per Vehicle Hour 19.15 20.13 21.31 20.37 21.58 22.83 19.27% 5.94% 5.80% 
Passenger Trips per Capita 8.39 8.04 8.08 7.10 7.12 7.36 -12.26% 0.29% 3.39% 
Quality of Service 
Revenue Miles Between Failures 76,172 69,888 188,317 174,557 142,140 298,237 291.53% -18.57% 109.82% 
Average Fleet Age (years) 5.35 5.38 5.22 5.63 4.29 4.90 -8.41% -23.80% 14.22% 
Efficiency Measures 
Operating Ratios 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $2.54 $2.46 $2.45 $2.72 $2.74 $3.10 21.90% 0.83% 12.89% 
Operating Expense per Passenger Mile $0.50 $0.53 $0.06 $0.66 $0.59 $0.61 22.06% -11.04% 3 .95% 
Operating Expense per Capita $21.28 $19.77 $19.81 $19.30 $19.53 $22.79 7.11% 1.18% 16.72% 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $3.09 $3.07 $3.19 $3.36 $3.66 $4.17 34.93% 8.98% 13.85% 
Operating Expense per Revenue Hour $55.15 $54.59 $57.89 $58.46 $62.43 $74.78 35.60% 6.80% 19.78% 
Vehicle Utilization 
Revenue Miles per Vehicle Mile 0.92 0 .93 0 .93 0.97 0 .98 0 .95 2.83% 0.74% -2 .84% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 38,086 36,238 40,938 39,672 40,611 44,736 17.46% 2 .37% 10.16% 

Go 

 
  
 
 

 
Table 2-1:  GoLine Trend Data FY 2017  FY 2022 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: NTD Online Reporting Tool (viewer access) *2022 data are preliminary  
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          Table 2-2: Demand-Response Trend Data FY 2017 FY 2022 

% Change % Change % Change 
Fiscal Year 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022* 2017-2022 2020-2021 2021-2022 
General Performance Measures 
Service Area Population 143,696 151,825 151,825 151,825 159,923 163,662 13.89% 5.33% 2.34% 
Service Area Population Density 665.3 702.9 702.9 702.9 761.5 754.2 13.36% 8.34% -0.96% 
Passenger Trips 49,459 32,501 32,947 28,169 24,207 34,469 -30.31% -14.07% 42.39% 
Passenger Miles 515,498 346,280 255,102 213,711 189,408 267,065 -48.19% -11.37% 41.00% 
Average Trip Length 10.4 10.7 7.7 7.6 7.8 7.7 -25.66% 3.13% -0.98% 
Vehicle Miles 608,810 476,240 330,312 339,315 311,988 411,824 -32.36% -8.05% 32.00% 
Revenue Miles 538,800 385,784 268,547 261,422 239,132 316,209 -41.31% -8.53% 32.23% 
Vehicle Hours 35,137 27,140 21,654 23,820 21,031 25,447 -27.58% -11.71% 21.00% 
Revenue Hours 30,909 20,703 17,543 19,954 17,497 21,317 -31.03% -12.31% 21.83% 
Vehicles Available for Maximum Service 32 27 22 16 16 16 -50.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 18 17 15 14 13 13 -27.78% -7.14% 0.00% 
Total Operating Expense $1,616,137 $1,271,460 $1,088,728 $1,223,008 $1,234,243 $1,671,782 3.44% 0.92% 35.45% 
Total Capital Expense $74,849 $152,755 $96,665 $0 $159,291 $126,750 69.34% n/a -20.43% 
Effectiveness Measures 
Service Supply 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 4.24 3.14 2.18 2.23 1.95 2.52 -40.61% -12.71% 28.98% 
Service Consumption 
Passenger Trips per Revenue Mile 0.09 0.08 0.12 0.11 0.10 0.11 18.75% -6.05% 7.68% 
Passenger Trips per Revenue Hour 1.60 1.57 1.88 1.41 1.38 1.62 1.05% -2.00% 16.88% 
Passenger Trips per Vehicle Hour 1.41 1.20 1.52 1.18 1.15 1.35 -3.77% -2.67% 17.68% 
Passenger Trips per Capita 0.34 0.21 0.22 0.19 0.15 0.21 -38.81% -18.42% 39.14% 
Quality of Service 
Revenue Miles Between Failures 76,971 96,446 134,274 130,711 79,711 158,105 105.41% -39.02% 98.35% 
Average Fleet Age (years) 7.88 7.29 7.46 6.47 7.00 7.53 -4.44% 8.19% 7.57% 
Efficiency Measures 
Operating Ratios 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $32.68 $39.12 $33.04 $43.42 $50.99 $48.50 48.43% 17.44% -4.88% 
Operating Expense per Passenger Mile $3.14 $3.67 $4.27 $5.72 $6.52 $6.26 99.67% 13.87% -3.94% 
Operating Expense per Capita $11.25 $8.37 $7.17 $8.06 $7.72 $10.21 -9.18% -4.19% 32.36% 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $3.00 $3.30 $4.05 $4.68 $5.16 $5.29 76.26% 10.33% 2.43% 
Operating Expense per Revenue Hour $52.29 $61.41 $62.06 $61.29 $70.54 $78.42 49.99% 15.09% 11.18% 
Vehicle Utilization 
Revenue Miles per Vehicle Mile 0.89 0.81 0.81 0.77 0.77 0.77 -13.24% -0.51% 0.18% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 16,838 14,288 12,207 16,339 14,946 19,763 17.38% -8.53% 32.23% 

Source: NTD Online Reporting Tool (viewer access) *2022 data are preliminary 
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connections to the community's multimodal transporta 

Goiln n 

Existing Service Evaluation 

Indian River County oversees the GoLine Transit system (GoLine), which is the major public transportation 
provider in the County. GoLine public transportation provides service throughout Indian River County, 
with an express service connection to Indian River State College in neighboring St. Lucie County. Fixed 
route and Express bus services include 14 weekday routes and 12 Saturday routes. Fixed routes provide 

tion network as well as to system-wide 
connections to the following major hubs: Main Transit Hub (downtown Vero Beach), Indian River Mall 
Transit Hub, IG Center Transit Hub, Gifford Center Transit Hub, and the North County Transit Hub 
(Sebastian). Other major destinations and trip generators include the United Poverty (UP) Center, Indian 
River County Administration Complex, Cleveland Clinic/Indian River Hospital, Vero Fashion Outlets, Indian 
River State College (Mueller and Main Campuses), and Fellsmere (see Map 2-1). 

GoLine fixed route services have been fare-free since the service was started in 1994. Services operate 
from 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday. Additionally, Saturday service is offered on several 
routes from 8:00 am. To 5:00 p.m., (exceptions include Route 13 & 15). All GoLine routes currently 
operate at 60-minute headways on both Weekdays and Saturdays. For more details see Table 2-3. 
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Map 2-1.  GoLine Fixed Route System Map 
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Beachside to Main Transit Hub 2, 3, 4, 6, 8 
Sat. 8:00 a.m. -5:00 p.m. 60minutes 

Mon.-Fri. 6:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m. 60minutes 
2 Indian River Mall to Main Transit Hub 1, 3, 4, 6, 8, 9, 13 & 14 179,467 

Sat. 8:00 a.m. -5:00 p.m. 60minutes 

Mon.-Fri. 6:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m. 60minutes 
3 Gifford Health Ctr. to Main Transit Hub 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, & 14 71,112 

Sat. 8:00 a.m. -5:00 p.m. 60minutes 

Mon.-Fri. 6:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m. 60minutes 
4 IG Center to Main Transit Hub 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, & 15 142,871 

Sat. 8:00 a.m. -5:00 p.m. 60minutes 

Mon.-Fri. 6:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m. 60minutes 
5 Sebastian (North Area) 9, 10, & 12 77,354 

Sat. 8:00 a.m. -5:00 p.m. 60minutes 

Mon.-Fri. 6:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m. 60minutes 
6 IG Center to Main Transit Hub 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, & 15 112,264 

Sat. 8:00 a.m. -5:00 p.m. 60minutes 

Mon.-Fri. 6:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m. 60minutes 
7 IG Center to Indian River Mall 2, 4, 6, 9, 13, 14, & 15 65,841 

Sat. 8:00 a.m. -5:00 p.m. 60minutes 

Mon.-Fri. 6:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m. 60minutes 
8 Gifford Health Ctr. to Main Transit Hub 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, & 14 110,201 

Sat. 8:00 a.m. -5:00 p.m. 60minutes 

Mon.-Fri. 6:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m. 60minutes 
9 North Co. Transit Hub to Indian River Mall 2, 5, 10, 12, 13 & 14 83,810 

Sat. 8:00 a.m. -5:00 p.m. 60minutes 

Mon.-Fri. 6:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m. 60minutes 
10 Fellsmere to North County Transit Hub 5, 9, & 12 85,553 

Sat. 8:00 a.m. -5:00 p.m. 60minutes 

Mon.-Fri. 6:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m. 60minutes 
12 Sebastian (South Area) 5, 9, & 10 54,070 

Sat. 8:00 a.m. -5:00 p.m. 60minutes 

Mon.-Fri. 6:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m. 60minutes 
13 Indian River Mall to Vero Fashion Outlets 2, 9, & 14 42,630 

Sat. *not in service *not in service 

Mon.-Fri. 6:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m. 60minutes 
14 Gifford Health Ctr. to Indian River Mall 2, 3, 7, 8, 9, & 13 72,167 

Sat. 8:00 a.m. -5:00 p.m. 60minutes 

Mon.-Fri. 6:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m. 60minutes 
15 IG Ctr. to Indian River St. Co. Main Campus 4,6,&7 6,559 

Sat. *not in service *not in service 

Goline's 

Goiln n 

  
 
 

Table 2-3:  GoLine Route Characteristics 

 

  Source: GoLine (2023) 

historical ridership trends demonstrate a continual rise since 2001 (see Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-
2).  The only period of ridership decline occurred with the advent of the COVID-19 pandemic in FY 2019/20 
and 2020/21. 
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Figure 2-1. GoLine Historical Ridership: 2001-2022 
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Goline's growth in ridership in the 

Goline Ridership: 2017-2022 

1,220,333 1,226,631 
1,204,n2 

1,138,698 

1,089,218 

■ FY 16/17 FY 17 /18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 

Goline's fixed routes (Route's 1, 2, 4, 6, & 8) represent nearly 54% of total annual 

years leading up to the pandemic period of FY 19/20 and portions of 
FY 20/21 are notable. Also significant is the strong rebound in ridership in FY 21/22 (see Figure 2-2). 

Figure 2-2. GoLine Ridership: 2017-2022 

top five most utilized 
system ridership when looking at the most recent fiscal year of 2021/22 (see Table 2-4).  Most of these 
top-five routes (1, 2, 4, & 8), have been the highest performers since 2016/17. It is notable that Route 6 
has more than doubled its annual ridership since 2016/17. 
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Table 2-4: Ridership by Route: 2017-2022 

  
 
 

 

       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

         
              

               
               

              
           

            

       
       

         

        
 

          

Route FY 21/22 FY 20/21 FY 19/20 FY 18/19 FY 17/18 FY 16/17 

1 100,873 96,059 68,884 79,954 81,524 83,951 

2 179,467 173,283 164,786 191,309 200,328 193,693 

3 71,112 65,038 60,628 65,475 62,883 79,601 

4 142,871 130,621 115,255 125,100 109,908 108,337 

5 77,354 76,813 73,388 72,251 70,474 56,330 

6 112,264 102,571 98,350 86,244 78,364 49,824 

7 65,841 63,329 60,746 66,427 69,375 62,654 

8 110,201 108,711 119,040 121,327 128,183 127,003 

9 83,810 79,873 72,338 94,866 97,568 96,091 

10 85,553 81,054 70,668 91,011 95,842 95,905 

12 54,070 51,359 46,354 54,943 53,427 49,594 

13 42,630 39,129 39,550 49,099 46,309 56,309 

14 72,167 70,181 79,808 86,814 83,519 75,646 

15 6,559 677 6,683 13,448 11,746 24,895 

Total 1,204,772 1,138,698 1,089,218 1,226,631 1,220,333 1,191,344 

Goline's fixed route services 

• 
by Route's 

• 
Served by Route's 4, 6, 7, & 15 

• 
Served by Route's 2, 7, 9, 13, & 14 

• 

Goiln n 

Transit Facilities 

principally operate out of five transfer stations across Indian River County. 
The development of these five hubs aims to maximize connectivity in the system while providing service 
coverage throughout the County. In 2017, with help of a $1.2 Million in transit grant funding, the Main 
Transit Hub was relocated to its current location at 1225 16th St. in Vero Beach. The move to this 
location subsequently converted 50% of their services to a wheel and hub system, where six buses 
meet, allowing passengers to transfer from one bus to another. In addition, four additional transfer 
centers also serve as a wheel and hub system for other routes. The five transfer centers include: 

Main Transit Hub (1225 16th St., Vero Beach) 
o Served 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, & 8 

IG Center Transit Hub (1590 9th St SW, Vero Beach) 
o 

Indian River Mall Transit Hub (6200 20th St, Vero Beach) 
o 

Gifford Health Center Transit Hub (4675 28th Ct., Vero Beach) 
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Served by Route's 3, 8, & 14 

• 
Served by Route's 5, 9, 10, & 12 

POND 2-2 EXHIBIT 

Goiln n 

o 

North County Transit Hub (along SR 510, Sebastian) 
o 

Indian River County has partnered with the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) to upgrade the 
existing North County Hub. It is anticipated that a new hub will be constructed in conjunction with the 
widening of CR 510, scheduled to begin in 2025. The new hub will be situated around one of the 
drainage ponds for the road project and is near the current hub location (see Figure 2-3). The Florida 
Department of Transportation (FDOT) will construct all of the site improvements for the new hub, such 
as the driveways and bus parking spaces. In addition, Indian River County will use Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) 5307 capital funding will be used to construct the covered shelters and a small 
restroom building. 

Figure 2-3. Preliminary North Hub Site Concept 

The GoLine system has 289 total bus stops distributed systemwide. Currently, 50 of these bus stops 
have bus shelters in place. At this time, the MPO is coordinating with the SRA to construct additional 
shelters at important bus stop locations throughout the system in the next few years. 
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and Community Coach transportation services utilizing 27 Type I vehicles (> 22' in length) and 33 Type II 

22' in length), for a total of 60 vehicles all of which are wheelchair accessible. All SRA 

to Goline Route's 4, 6, 7 and 15 

trips for residents who may not be eligible for SRA's ADA or TD services. 

Transit Fleet and Maintenance Facility 

Indian River County contracts with the Senior Resource Association, Inc. (SRA) to operate both GoLine 

vehicles (< or + = to 
services, including maintenance, are conducted from their facility located at 4385 43rd Avenue, Vero 
Beach, Florida. This facility was built in 2012 and houses all operational and administrative offices for 
the SRA. 

Other Public Transportation Providers 

Area Regional Transit (ART) is the public transportation system that operates in and is managed by St. 
Lucie County. ART provides or supports the funding for the following transportation services or 
programs: fixed route (8 routes provided), on-demand microtransit service, and door-to-door 
paratransit services. The ART Route 7 is a fixed route that currently provides service to the southern 
portions of Indian River County, and provides direct connections at the 
Intergenerational Recreation Center (stop location is at Oslo Rd. & 15th Ave. SW). The ART Route 7 
operates Monday through Friday from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Space Coast Area Transit (SCAT) is the public transportation system that operates in and is managed by 
neighboring Brevard County. Currently, there are no existing SCAT public transportation services that 
provide connections in Indian River County. 

Other Transportation Services and Providers 

There are several other transportation options available to residents or visitors to Indian River County 
(see Table 2-5). Elderly and ambulatory options vary by client group(s), including several organizations 
that have a Coordination Agreement with the SRA or are a Transportation Provider for the SRA. Further, 
there are number of other nonprofit and private organizations that provide medical and ambulatory 

In addition, there are 
numerous options for Intercity Bus, Taxi/Shuttle, and on-demand or Transportation Network Companies 
(TNCs) common to many urbanized areas. 
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Table 2-5: Existing Transportation Providers in Indian River County 

Agency Service 
Clients 
Served 

Contact Website/Contact Info. 

Transportation Coordinators for Community Coach 
Council 
Transportation 

Ambulatory & 
Wheelchair 

TD & ADA Arthur Council N/A 

Round the Clock 
Transportation 

Ambulatory & 
Wheelchair 

TD 
Kenyia 

Johnson 
https://roundtheclocktransportation.com/home 

Ultimate Comfort 
Transportation 

Ambulatory & 
Wheelchair 

TD Ray Williams N/A 

SRA Coordination Agreement Agencies 
ARC of Indian River 
County 

Ambulatory ADA Heather Dales https://www.arcir.org/transportation.html 

Camp Haven Ambulatory ADA Chuck Bradley https://camphaven.net 

Other Transporation Providers 
All County 
Ambulance 

Emergency Medical 
Transport 

General Public Jenni Pettigout https://allcountyambulance.com 

American Cancer 
Society 

Medical Transport General Public 
Michelle 
Oesterle 

https://www.indianriverchamber.com/inforeq/c 
ontactmembers 

Stellar Transport 
Local & Regional Medical 

Transport 
General Public https://www.stellartransport.com/ 

Veterans Council of 
Indian River County 

Medical Transport to VA 
Hospital in WePB & 

Medical Trips 
U.S. Veterans N/A https://www.veteranscirc.com/about-3-1 

Volunteer 
Ambulance Squad of 
Indian River County 

Non-Emergency 
Ambulatory & 

Wheelchair Service 
General Public N/A http://ridevas.org/ 

Intercity Bus Services 

FlixBus 
Intercity Bus Service (out 

of Sebastian & Vero 
Beach) 

General Public N/A https://www.flixbus.com/ 

Greyhound Bus Lines 
Intercity Bus Service (out 

of Vero Beach) 
General Public N/A 

https://www.greyhound.com/en-us/bus-stations-
in-vero-beach 

Red Coach Bus 
Intercity Bus Service (out 

of Ft. Pierce) 
General Public N/A 

https://www.redcoachusa.com/destinations/fort-
pierce/ 

Major Shuttle/Taxi Companies 
Indian River Yellow 
Cab 

Taxi/Airport Service General Public N/A (772) 589-3186 

Klub Kar Taxi/Airport Service General Public N/A (772) 778-8287 

Vero Beach Aiport 
Shuttle 

Taxi/Airport Service General Public N/A https://verobeachairportshuttle.com/ 

Yellow Cab Taxi/Airport Service General Public N/A (772) 563-2277 

Transportation Network Companies (TNC's) 

LYFT On-Demand Service General Public N/A https://www.lyft.com/ 

Uber On-Demand Service General Public N/A https://www.uber.com/ 
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sis, several performance measures for Goline's fixed 

Indian River's Goline services. Two other brief peer analyses are presented, a regional comparison and a 

Counties, and Indian River's k 

characteristics were significantly much denser than Goline's service area (density is associated with 

Goiln n 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

Trend and Peer Analysis/Performance Evaluation 

For the peer review analy -route services are 
compared with those for a group of selected peer transit agencies. In addition to a typical peer review, 
this TDP includes an aspirational peer review representing a possible future level of performance for 

national comparison. In the regional analysis, Indian River is compared with St. Lucie and Martin 
ey performance measures are compared with the national total for all bus 

services. 

The determination of an appropriate peer group is part formulaic and part judgment. The peers used in 
the regular peer analysis were determined by first going back to the peers used in the last major TDP 
update. Most of those peers are still used in this analysis. Then, the methodology presented in TCRP 
Report 141, A Methodology for Performance Measurement and Peer Comparison in the Public Transit 
Industry, was also used (CUTR was a co-author). The Florida Transit Information System (FTIS) has a tool 
for applying the TCRP methodology based on pre-determined factors and/or factors chosen by the 
analyst. The use of this tool introduced some new peer transit systems to consider. The TCRP tool was 
also used to develop an aspirational peer group of systems similar in many ways to GoLine but with 
higher levels of service and ridership. One of the main criteria for peer selection was geography; only 
southeastern states were considered including several Florida agencies. The groups contain a mix of 
agencies that directly operate their service and those who contract for service. Population density was 
another factor, as some transit agencies with similar populations and some similar service supply 

service consumption). Finally, it should be noted that the most recent information available for all the 
peers included in this section is the closed-out FY 2021 NTD data. 

Performance measures and indicators from the following categories are used in this peer analysis. 

Agency type and governance 

Operating expenses by category 

o Vehicle operations 

o Maintenance 

o Administration 

Maintenance performance 

Service supply 

Service consumption 
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First, data and information for the first peer group, most like Goline's current services, is presented. 

Agency Organiz.ational Type Motorbus Service Area Primary UZA Peak 
DO or PT* Population Density Population Density Vehicles 

(persons per sq, mi.} (persons per sq, 
mi.} 

Pasco County, FL County government DO 752 2,552 25 

Collier County, FL County government PT 190 1,660 23 

Manatee County, FL County government DO 538 1,969 22 

Bay County, FL MPO PT 231 1,559 17 

Indian River, FL County government PT 762 1,546 14 

Jackson, MS City government PT 1,590 1,450 14 

Huntsville, AL City government DO 2,046 1,367 13 

High Point, NC City government DO 1,202 1,473 12 

Johnson City, TN City government DO 1,615 1,096 12 

approximately twice as dense as Goline's and the other Florida systems. Additionally, NTD service 

er group mean and Goline's difference from that mean. 

Goiln n 

Current Peer Analysis 

Some information about the transit systems included in this group is listed below in Table 2-6. 

Table 2-6. Current Peer Group 

*DO = Directly-Operated; PT = Purchased Transportation 

As shown in Table 2-6 above, there are some differences among typical Florida transit agencies and 
those from out of state. Most Florida transit agencies operate as a form of county government, while 
peers from outside Florida tend to be operated by a city government. This partially explains the 
differences in population density. The city transit agencies from outside Florida have service areas that 
are 
area population and size are calculated system wide so that the mode with the largest service area 
becomes the NTD reported service population and size. For Florida, systems operated by a county, most 
also operate paratransit services countywide, resulting in a lower reported service area population 
density. However, when looking at the primary urbanized area (UZA) served by the transit agency, the 
population densities are more comparable among the peers. Regarding the number of peak vehicles, the 
largest is Pasco County Public Transportation with 25, and the least is both High Point, North Carolina 
and Johnson City, Tennessee with 12 vehicles each. GoLine is at the median with 14 peak vehicles. 

Table 2-7 and Figure 2-4 below show the pe 
Data were gathered from FTIS, which includes information from the NTD. The data below represent FY 
2021. 

Regarding total operating expense categories shown in Table 2-7 below and in Figure 2-4 and Figure 2-5, 
GoLine performs well against this peer group. While total operating expense is approximately 35 
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Performance Indicator Peer Group Mean GoLine % from Mean 

Tota l Operat ing Expense $4,794,889 -34.9% 

Operat ing Expense per Passenger Trip $8.44 -67.5% 

Operat ing Expense per Passenger M ile $2.18 -72.9% 

Operat ing Expense per Revenue Mile $5.62 -34.9% 

Operat ing Expense per Revenue Hour $88.55 -29.5% 

Operat ing Expense per Service Area Capita $22.71 -14.0% 

Tota l Vehicle Operations Expenses $3,440,306 -46.5% 

Total General Administrat ion Expenses $1,045,127 -37.4% 

Operating Expense Per Passenger Trip 

$10.00 

$8.00 
; .. 

$6.00 

$4.00 

$2.00 

$0.00 

■ Peer Mean ■ Go line 

Goiln n 

percent below the peer mean, GoLine is well under the mean for the efficiency measures of operating 
expense per trip, per passenger mile, per revenue mile, and per revenue hour. Despite the differences in 
population densities, GoLine is 14 percent below the mean for operating expense per service area 
capital. GoLine is also significantly below the mean for the operating expense categories of total vehicle 
operations expenses and total general administration expenses. These data show that GoLine is overall 
very cost efficient. 

Table 2-7: Operating Expenses 

Figure 2-4. Operating Expense per Passenger Trip 
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Operating Expense Per Revenue Mile 

$6.00 

$4.00 

$2.00 

$0.00 

■ Peer Mean ■Goline 

Goline's 

addition, Goline's average fleet age is 26 percent below the peer group mean. Regarding revenue 

Performance Indicator Peer Group Mean Goline % from Mean 

Tota l Maintenance Expenses $724,646 -12.1% 

Maintenance Expense per Operating Expense 17.0% +19.7% 

Maintenance Expense per Revenue Mi le $0.69 +9.1% 

Total Vehicle Mafntenance Expenses $805,872 -27.8% 

Tota l Fadlity Maintenance Expenses $125,789 -56.3% 

Average Fleet Age 5.8 years -26.1% 

Revenue Miles Between Failures 36,947 +284.7% 

Goiln n 

Figure 2-5. Operating Expense per Revenue Mile 

Table 2-8 below presents maintenance expense categories and maintenance performance. 
total maintenance expense is approximately 12 percent below the peer group mean, although 
maintenance expenses per operating expenses are about 20 percent above the average of the group. 
Maintenance expense per revenue mile is nine percent below the peer group mean. GoLine performs 
well in each of the other maintenance categories listed, when compared to the peer group mean. In 

service failures, GoLine performs significantly better than the peer group mean. 

Table 2-8: Maintenance Expenses and Maintenance Performance 

Table 2-9 below provides data on service supply measures. For vehicle miles and hours, GoLine is about 
23 percent and 25 percent, respectively, below the peer mean. However, they are 20 percent above the 
mean for vehicles miles per capita. However, revenue miles and hours are just 6 and 12 percent below 
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size of its service area and in relation to measures such as total operating expenses. Goline's vehicle 

Performance Indicator Peer Group Mean Goline % from Mean 

Vehicle Miles 1,127,098 -22.5% 

Vehicle Hours 70,074 -24.7% 

Vehicle Miles per Capita 4.53 +20.42% 

Revenue MHes 908,142 -6.09% 

Revenue Hours 56,723 -11.8% 

Revenue Hours per Tota l Veh icle 2,325 +2.5% 

Revenue Miles per Tota l Vehicle 36,803 +10.4% 

Revenue Miles per Vehicle Miles 0.95 +3.2% 

the data in the table, Goline's service is significantly more productive than the average of its peers, in 

Goline' s resilience during the Covid 

Performance Indicator P,eer Group Mean Goline % from Mean 

Passenger Trips 614,783 +85.2% 

Passenger M iles 3,277,899 +62.3% 

Passenger Trips per Revenue M ile 0.79 +70.1% 

Passenger Trips per Revenue Hour 12.49 +82.2% 

Passenger Trips per Capita 3.36 +111.6% 

Goiln n 

the peer mean average. This is notable in that GoLine provides a relatively high level of service given the 

utilization measures compare favorably among the peers, as well. 

Table 2-9: Service Supply 

Service consumption is summarized in Table 2-10 and Figure 2-6 & Figure 2-7 . GoLine has significantly 
higher ridership compared to the peer systems; 85 percent above the mean for FY 2021. According to 

terms of passenger trips per revenue mile, per revenue hour, and per service area capita. These 
numbers reflect -19 pandemic, although the system still compares 
favorably when looking at FY 2019 data, for example. In FY 2021, many transit agencies across the 
country, and especially those in Florida, were still experiencing ridership declines. GoLine has countered 
that trend by increasing ridership five percent in each year from FY 2020 to FY 2021 and from FY 2021 to 
FY 2022 (preliminary FY 2022 data are available for GoLine). 

Table 2-10: Service Consumption 
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25.0 
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0.0 

Passenger Trips Per Revenue Mile 

■ Peer Mean ■ Goline 

Passenger Trips Per Revenue Hour 

■ Peer Mean ■ Goline 

o Indian River's services not having fare revenue, which is a component of directly 

Figure 2-6. Passenger Trips Per Revenue Mile 

Figure 2-7. Passenger Trips Per Revenue Hour 

This peer review analysis also examined various funding sources received by the peer agencies. The 
information on funding sources is not separated by mode (except for passenger fares) and so the data 
shown in Table 2-11 below represents system total information. First, Indian River earned $48,463 in 
directly generated funds in FY 2021, which is 90 percent below the peer group average of $492,909. This 
is partially due t -
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Funding by Source Peer Group M ean Indian River% from M ean 

Directly-Generated Funds Earned $492,909 -90.2% 

l ocal Funds out of General Revenue $2,364,805 -80.2% 

Tot al local Funds $2,566,993 -81.7% 

Total State Funds $870,202 -54.5% 

Total Federal Funds $5,877,650 -25.0% 

Overall, Indian River's Goline service compares very well with its current peer group. After examining 

having low "likeness" scores with Indian River (the lower the likeness score, the more similar an agency 

Goiln n 

generated revenue in the NTD. Regarding local funds allocated out of general revenues, Indian River is 
approximately 80 percent below the mean. Of the agencies included in the peer group, only Huntsville, 
(AL) did not receive any state funding in FY 2021, and two agencies did not receive local funding (High 
Point, NC and Johnson City, TN). 

Table 2-11: Funding Sources 

the available NTD data, it is clear that GoLine is quite cost-efficient compared with its peers. The total 
operating expenses are much lower than the peer average, and the number of passenger trips is higher. 
In addition, the GoLine fixed route services are very productive in terms of passenger trips per revenue 
mile, per revenue hour, and per capita. 

Aspirational Peer Analysis 

This section provides data for what may be the next larger peer group for Indian River. This aspirational 
peer group of relatively larger transit systems can indicate what the transit services provided by Indian 
River might look like in the future as the system expands. 

The methodology from TCRP Report 141 was used again to determine a set of aspirational peers. 
Population, population density, operating budget, revenue miles, and passenger trips were all 
considered, albeit at higher levels. Systems were selected with these higher levels of service but also 

is to Indian River). Only southeastern states were considered. 

Some information about the transit systems included in this group is provided below in Table 2-12. 
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Organizationa,I Type Motorbus Service Area Primary UZA Peak 

DO or Population Population Vehicles 
PT* Density (persons Density (persons 

per sq. mi.) per sq. mi.) 

Greensboro, NC City government PT 2,123 1,684 41 

Sarasot a County, FL County government DO 857 1,969 36 

Brevard County, FL County government DO 400 1,952 35 

Shreveport, LA City government DO 4,512 1,611 35 

Ashevi lle, NC City government PT 2,074 1,060 19 

Fayetteville, NC City government DO 1,757 1,567 18 

Indian River, FL County government PT 762 1,546 14 

18 vehicles. Indian River's Go 

comparison, Goline's percentage difference from the mean. A 

part of this aspirational group, Goline's data are not included in the peer group means. 

Goiln n 

Table 2-12: Aspirational Peer Group 

*DO = Directly-Operated; PT = Purchased Transportation 

Table 2-12 above, as with the group of current peers, there are some differences among typical Florida 
transit agencies and those from out of state. Most Florida transit agencies operate as a form of county 
government, while those peers from out of state tend to be operated by a city government. This also 
provides a partial explanation for the differences in service area population density. Furthermore, as a 
reminder, NTD service area population and size are calculated system wide so that the mode with the 
largest service area becomes the NTD reported service population and size. For Florida, systems 
operated by a county government, most also operate demand response services countywide, which 
results in a lower reported service area population density. Using FY 2021 data, the largest system is 
Greensboro, North Carolina with 41 vehicles operated in maximum service, and the smallest is Asheville, 
North Carolina, with Line operates 14 peak vehicles as of FY 2021. 

Table 2-13 through Table 2-17 below show the peer group mean for this larger group and, for 
s with the first peer group, data for FY 

2021 were gathered from FTIS, which includes information from the NTD. Because Indian River is not yet 
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Performance Indicator Peer Group M ean GoUne % from M ean 

Total Operati ng Expense $11,814,264 -73.6% 

Operat ing Expense per Passenger Trip $7.71 -64.5% 

Operat ing Expense per Passenger Mile $1.83 -67.7% 

Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $6.91 -47.0% 

Operat ing Expense per Revenue Hour $98.96 -36.9% 

Operating Expense per Service Area Capita $49.92 -60.9% 

Tota l Vehicle Operations Expenses $6,832,720 -73.1% 

Total General Administrat ion Expenses $2,089,680 -69.2% 

mean for the operating expense ratios. As with the first peer group, Goline's services are very cost 

below exhibits maintenance expense categories and maintenance performance. Goline's 

Performance Indicator Peer Group M ean GoUne % from M ean 

Tota l Maintenance Expenses $2,891,865 -78.0% 

Maintenance Expense per Operating Expense 25.6% -20.2% 

Maintenance Expense per Revenue M ile $1.76 -57.5% 

Tota l Veh icle Maintenance Expenses $2,010,340 -71.0% 

Tota l Faci lity Maintenance Expenses $881,524 -93.8% 

Average Fleet Age 6.45 years -33.5% 

Revenue Miles Between Fai lures 14,324 +892.3% 

Goiln n 

Table 2-13: Operating Expenses Aspirational Peer Group  

Table 2-13 above shows operating expense data for this aspirational peer group. As expected, GoLine is 
also significantly below the mean for total expenses. However, GoLine is also significantly below the 

-
efficient compared with this second group. 

Table 2-14 
total maintenance expense is approximately 78 percent below the aspirational peer group mean. GoLine 
has a 33 percent younger average fleet age than this second group, and the system performs 
exceptionally well with revenue miles between vehicle failures. 

Table 2-14: Maintenance Expenses and Performance Aspirational Peer Group 

Table 2-15 below provides some data on service supply measures. GoLine is well below the peer group 
mean for vehicle miles, vehicle hours, vehicle miles per capita, revenue miles, revenue hours, and 
revenue hours per total vehicle. GoLine services are above the peer group mean for revenue miles per 
total vehicle and per vehicle miles, demonstrating GoLine's existing vehicle utilization and deadhead 
mileage trends. 
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Performance Indicator Peer Group Mean Goline % from Mean 

Vehicle Miles 1,813,172 -51.8% 

Vehicle Hours 123,146 -57.2% 

Vehicle Miles per Capita 7 .23 -24.5% 

Revenue Miles 1,731,191 -50.7% 

Revenue Hours 119,189 -58.0% 

Revenue Hours per Total Veh icle 2,633 -9.5% 

Revenue Miles per Tota l Vehicle 37,565 +8.1% 

Revenue Miles per Vehicle Miles 0.96 +2.4% 

miles, Goline's ridership is only 

Goline's service remains significantly more productive than the mean of this second group, as with the 

first. Goline's value for passenger trips per revenue hour is 63 percent greater than 

mean. Goline's passenger trips per capita 

Performance Indicator P,eer Group Mean Goline % from Mean 

Passenger Trips 1,540,202 -26.1% 

Passenger M iles 6,943,735 -23.4% 

Passenger Trips per Revenue M ile 0.96 +39.3% 

Passenger Trips per Revenue Hour 13.95 +63.2% 

Passenger Trips per Capita 6.98 +2.0% 

revenue in the NTD; as such, Goline's value is lower due 

Goiln n 

Table 2-15: Service Supply Aspirational Peer Group 

Service consumption is summarized in Table 2-16. The peer mean of this group for passenger trips is 
nearly one million trips greater than in the first peer group. Despite providing 50 percent fewer revenue 

26 percent below the aspirational peer group mean. Interestingly, 

this peer group 
are two percent above the mean of this group. Ridership 

productivity is clearly a strength for Indian River and GoLine, even when looking at larger peers. It 
should be noted, however, that increasing service might come at the expense of some efficiency, 
particularly if the service increase is geographic rather than frequency. 

Table 2-16: Service Consumption Aspirational Peer Group 

As with the first group, funding sources are examined for this second group. As was discussed 
previously, the NTD information on funding sources is not separated by mode (except for passenger 
fares). Therefore, the data represents a system total. It is important to note that passenger fare 
revenue is a component of directly generated 
partially to the fact that no fares are collected. Each of the other systems does charge a fare. 
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Performance Indicator P,eer Group Mean Goline % from Mean 

Directly-Generated Funds Earned $908,038 -94.7% 

Local Funds out of General Revenue $5,205,179 -91.0% 

Tota l Local Funds $7,184,624 -93.5% 

Tota l State Funds $934,465 -57.6% 

Tota l Federal Funds $9,360,424 -52.9% 

Performance Indicator Martin County St. Lucie County Indian River County 

Service Area Population 158,598 336,584 159,923 

Service Area Population Density 2,440 558 762 

Tota l Operating Expense $2,060,463 $3,214,167 $3,122,983 

Tota l Di rectly-Generated Revenue $87,649 $59,848 $48,463 

Tota l Revenue Miles 448,557 552,007 852,841 

Tota l Revenue Hours 24,094 36,082 50,020 

Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 7 13 14 

Goiln n 

Table 2-17: Funding Sources Aspirational Peer Group 

This second (aspirational) peer group analysis provides insight into the possible scale of service for SRA 
in the future. While it is understandable that SRA would not have the same levels of service or ridership 
as this second peer group, it is interesting to see that they were still well above the peer group average 
for the service productivity and cost efficiency measures. Cost efficiency and service productivity are 
certain strengths for Indian River and its GoLine service. Sometimes increasing scale does reduce 
efficiency, particularly if the increase is geographic in nature, but GoLine has already demonstrated high 
levels of efficiency. 

Regional Peer Analysis 

This TDP includes an examination of two peer systems that are near or adjacent to Indian River, as these 
systems operate under similar conditions. The systems included for a brief regional peer review analysis 
are St. Lucie and Martin Counties. They do not fit in with either of the peer groups already discussed, 
and so are presented separately here. Table 2-18 provides some general statistics for these two systems 
as well as Indian River. Table 2-19 show a selection of cost efficiency, cost effectiveness, and service 
effectiveness measures. Both tables utilize FY 2021 NTD data. 

Table 2-18: Regional Peer Data 
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Performance Indicator Martin County St. Lucie County 

Operat ing Expense Per Revenue Mile $4.59 $5.82 

Operat ing Expense Per Revenue Hour $85.52 $89.08 

Operating Expense Per Passenger Trip $32.49 $7.44 

Operating Expense Per Passenger Mile $5.31 $1.74 

Operating Expense Per Capita $12.99 $9.55 

Passenger Trips Per Revenue Mfle 0.14 0.78 

Passenger Trips Per Revenue Hour 2.63 11.97 

Passenger Trips Per Capit a 0.40 1.28 

Revenue Miles Between Fa ilures 89,711 9,200 

It can be instructive to compare Indian River's performance, based on a 

than 59 percent between 2012 and 2021. Indian River's fixed 

Goiln n 

$10.00 

$9.00 

$8.00 
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$0.00 

Nat ionwide II Go Line 

Indian River County 

$3.66 

$62.43 

$2.74 

$0.59 

$19.53 

1.34 

22.76 

7.12 

142,140 

Table 2-19: Regional Peer Performance Measures 

National Performance Comparison 

few measures, with national 
data. Annually, FTA/NTD publishes the National Transit Summary and Trends. The FY 2021 version of 
this document (the most recent available) was used for this analysis. Data are presented in total for all 
modes and by mode. The document also noted that national bus transit ridership has declined more 

-route ridership was 1,063,465 in FY 2012 
and 1,138,698 in FY 2021, an increase of approximately 7 percent. Figure 2-9, Figure 2-8, and Figure 2-10 
show performance measures for GoLine and for all motorbus systems of all sizes across the country. 
GoLine continues to offer ridership increases and cost efficiencies that compare favorably to the 
national averages. 
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Operating Expense per 
Passenger Trip 

Operating Expense 
per Passenger Mile 

Figure 2-8. Operating Cost Ratios National Comparison 



Figure 2-9. Operating Expense per Revenue Hour National Comparison 
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Figure 2-10. Passenger Trips per Revenue Hour National Comparison 
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CHAPTER3 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAN (PIP) 

ACTIVITY DATE(S) 

IN-PERSON MEETINGS 

MPO Board of Directors 2/8/23,6/14/23,9/13/23 
MPO Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 1/27/23,6/2/23,8/25/23 
MPO Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) 2/7/23,6/6/23,9/5/23 
MPO Transportation Disadvantaged Coord. Board 2/23/23,5/25/23,8/24/23 
Gifford Activity Center 6/1/2023 
United Against Poverty (UAP) Center 6/1/2023 

Public Outreach Summary 
This section documents the public outreach activities that occurred to support the development and 
findings, and strategic direction of the final Indian River County 2023-32 Transit Development Plan 
(TDP). A Public Involvement Plan (PIP) was developed for the TDP and approved by FDOT in December 
of 2022 (see Appendix A). 

The following sections highlight the specific public involvement activities that occurred and inform the 
2032-33 TDP. 

In-Person Public Outreach Meetings 

The TDP was presented at a number of in-person meetings in order to gather input from citizens and 
stakeholders to provide information and opportunities for public input into the TDP (see Table 3-1 and 
Figure 3-1). 

Table 3-1: In-Person Public Outreach Meetings/Activities Completed 

In addition, several public comments were received in the public meetings, adding a number of key 
insights and suggestions on the state of the GoLine system and suggested improvements (see Table 3-2). 
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ACTIVITY 

IN-PERSON MEETINGS 

MPO TAC Meeting 

MPO CAC Meeting 

MPO Board Meeting 

MPO LCB Meeting 

MPO CAC Meeting 

MPO Board Meeting 

MPO LCB Meeting 

MPO TAC Meeting 

MPO CAC Meeting 

MPO Board Meeting 

DATE COMMENTS/ACTIONS RECEIVED 

The TOP Team should reach out to the City of Fellsmere for additional public outreach activities. 

1/27/2023 
Will Autonomous Vehicles (AV) be considered as a future option? 

Bilingual surveys should be provided for the on-board survey effort, espclally for the routes serving Fellsmere. 

Can the CUTR Team provide examples of how efficient GoLine services are nationally? 

Is Goline experiencing any overcapacity issues on any routes? 

Rep. from Fellsmere noted that he thinks service works well, sees people using the bus to get to the Health Dept. in Fellsmere. 

Rep. from Fellsmere added that the only complaint he has heard about Goline is that is should operate earlier in the AM & later in the PM. 

2/7/2023 
Will this TDP look at the needs and costs of maintaining, upgrading, or building new capital facilities that support the service? 

If Goline transitions to an EV fleet, it should be cost effective for the agency. 

This is a good time to take advantage of the EV grants now available from the FTA and overall Infrastructure Bill. 

When will the new North County Hub at the new high school be opened/completed? 

There should be a bus serving the Museum out on the beach. 

2/8/2023 The IDP Team needs to reach out/survey major employers in Indian River County. 

LCB Member supports options# 1 (Weekday Span) and# 3 (Sat. Span) 

5/25/2023 Another LCB Member supports Option #4 (more shelters and seating). 

A LCB Member asked why Medicaid reecipients cannot use Community Coach. 

One member mentioned support for more bus shelters and benches/seating. 

One CAC member asked what we thought the trip purpose might be for Sunday Saervice users? 

6/6/2023 One CAC Member mentioned thatGoline should serve Miracle Mile Shopping Ctr. 

One Member asked if Frequency would be for Peak Only? Response : probably would run in AM, Midday, & PM periods past 5:00 p.m. 

Would new service span or frequency operate all year? 

6/14/2023 
Consider adding some kind of transit service to areas in the County currently not served. 

Expanding evening service should be the first priority of this IDP so people can more easily access work and transfer to the northern routes. 

Is it possible for the Community Coach system to receive donations to support the cost of operations? 

8/24/2023 Were any disabled riders able to complet the onboard survey (response: yes, surveyors read the questions and/or filled out surveys when needed) 

The draft FY 202~33 TDP was unanlmnously recommended for approval by the LCB Board at the 8/24/23 meeting. 

8/25/2023 The draft FY 202~33 TDP was unanimnously recommended for approval by the TAC at the 8/25/23 meeting. 

Please explain the rise in hourly operating costs between 2017-2021 (see pg. 36 of the IDP draft) . 

9/5/2023 Goline should consider adding 3~min. frequencies during the AM & PM Peak periods. 

The draft FY 2024,-33 TOP was unanimnously recommended for approval by the CAC at the 9/5/23 meeting. 

9/13/2023 
It was recommended that he Weekday Service Span enhancement priority be implmeneted in FY 2024 & included in the County budget currently under developlment. 

The draft FY 202~33 TDP was unanimnously recommended for approval by the MPO Board at the 9/13/23 meeting. 

GoLine ,,,,ke 
You Are Invited to Help Us Plan the 

Future of Public Transportation 
in Indian River County 

Transit Development Plan Public Workshop 

Thursday, lune 1st 
10:00 AM - 11:00 AM 

Gifford Youth Achievement Center 
4875 43..i Avenue 

Vero Beach, FL 32967 

The Indian River Metropolitan Planning Organlz 
a transit development plan for the community. If you are rntere 
River County's transit system, please plan to attend this workshop 
you so we can Incorporate your Ideas, goals and values. 

:...-:::::":a::-_-:.:-.:.==::.-=:== 
JM,,w, • ._....._._ 

  
 
 

Table 3-2: Comments Received at In-Person Public Outreach Meetings/Activities 

 

Figure 3-1. Public Meeting Notice and Event 

 

63 



  
 
 

 

   

            
              

            
        

            
                

              
     

            
           
          

           
  

             
          

            
           

       

             
             

            
             

          

       
              
          

              
  

             
               

              
             

( 

On-Board Survey Findings 

In February-April of 2023, an onboard survey of all GoLine fixed routes was completed. The purpose of 
conducting both an on-board survey and an online survey for GoLine transit service in Indian River 
County was to gather comprehensive data on the quality of service from the perspective of both current 
passengers and the public. Surveys were managed by on-board surveyors during Weekdays (Tuesday-
Thursday only) and Saturday (all day) service periods. Passengers were asked to fill out a survey 
instrument and return to the surveyor on each bus. Surveys were provided in English or Spanish. In 
total, 870 on-board surveys were collected and tabulated as part of this effort. Over 13% of the total 
surveys returned were completed via the Spanish language survey instrument. 

The Indian River County TDP on-board surveys were designed based on the frameworks provided in two 
key documents: "Making Transit Count: Performance Measures That Move Transit Projects Forward" by 
The National Association of City Transportation Officials NACTO) and the Transit Cooperative Research 
Program (TCRP) "Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, 3rd Edition - Chapter 4: Quality of 
Service Concepts". 

The NACTO document emphasizes the importance of focusing on the daily experience of people using 
public transportation, rather than solely on vehicle-based data points. It suggests that metrics should 
prioritize the movement of people and the quality of their experience. This perspective informed the 
design of our surveys, which included questions about passengers' experiences with GoLine transit 
service, such as comfort, cleanliness, safety, and information availability. 

The "Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual" provides a comprehensive framework for 
understanding the factors that influence the quality of transit service. It identifies key factors such as 
frequency, reliability, wait time, access, and service span that influence passengers' perceptions of 
transit service quality. These factors were used to develop the questions for the GoLine surveys, 
allowing us to gather detailed data on passengers' satisfaction with each of these aspects of the service. 

The on-board survey provided insights into the experiences and perceptions of current GoLine 
passengers (see below and Appendix B). By conducting the survey on-board, we were able to reach 
passengers who are regular users of the service and understand their specific needs and concerns. This 
data is crucial for identifying areas of the service that are working well and those that may need 
improvement. 

The online survey, on the other hand, allowed us to reach a broader audience, including people who 
may not currently use GoLine, but could potentially be served by it. This survey provided valuable data 
on the perceptions and needs of the wider Indian River County community, which can inform efforts to 
attract new passengers to the service. Appendix B provides the online survey instrument questions. 
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Figure 3-2. Onboard Surveys 

Together, the results of these surveys provide a comprehensive picture of the current state of GoLine 
transit service and the needs and perceptions of its passengers and the wider community. By aligning 
these results with the frameworks provided in the NACTO and Transit Capacity and Quality of Service 
Manual documents, we can make data-driven decisions about how to improve the service and better 
meet the needs of our passengers and community. The following sections will present and discuss the 
results of the surveys in detail. 

On-Board Survey Results 
The on-board survey is a crucial tool for understanding the needs and preferences of transit riders, 
providing valuable insights into various aspects of the service, including trip purposes, frequency and 
length of usage, and reasons for riding. In addition, the survey can provide feedback on the overall 
quality of the service, such as its reliability, comfort, and safety, as well as the availability of alternatives 
to riders. For the GoLine bus service, the on-board survey can be instrumental in identifying potential 
areas for improvement to better meet the needs of its ridership. In this section, we will analyze and 
summarize the results of the on-board survey for GoLine Transit Riders, with a particular focus on the 
trip purposes of riders, ridership patterns and service preferences and any notable differences based on 
age group. We will also discuss the implications of these findings for transit planning and service delivery 
and explore potential areas for improvement in the GoLine bus service based on the survey results. 

Overall Satisfaction 

Figure 3-3 provides rider opinions of their overall satisfaction with GoLine public transportation services. 
Nearly 90% of those surveyed were Very Satisfied or Satisfied with the services provided. 
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Figure 3-3. Overall Satisfaction of GoLine On-Board Survey Respondents 

Your overall 
satisfaction with GoLine 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Unsatisfied Very Unsatisfied 

Trip Purpose 

When it comes to public transportation, understanding the diverse needs of riders is essential for 
creating a system that truly works for everyone. In the case of GoLine Transit Riders, the on-board 
survey results have provided a wealth of information about the trip purposes of its ridership, with 
notable differences based on age group. Figure 3-4 below highlights that most trips are connecting users 
from or to their homes with 46% of all trips surveyed were home based, meaning either the end or the 
beginning of trip included their home. Work and Shopping/Errands constituted 30% of the other trips 
with each representing 15% of the state trip purpose. 
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7% 

Visiting/Recreation 
3% 

Shopping/Errands 
15% 

College/Job Training 
1% 

Home 
46% 

Figure 3-4. Trip Purpose of GoLine On-Board Survey Respondents 

Uncovering the unique needs and travel patterns of segments of riders is consistent with the principles 
of Transit Capacity Quality of Service, as outlined in the Third Edition Manual. The manual emphasizes 
the importance of providing high-quality service that is aligned to the needs of different ridership 
segments, with a focus on meeting the needs of all riders and providing a reliable transportation 
experience. 

By understanding the trip purposes and travel habits of different segments of riders, including those 
most reliant on public transit like riders under age 19 and over age 60, GoLine Transit can make 
informed decisions about how to allocate resources and improve the overall quality of the service. This 
may include providing additional routes or services to support the unique travel needs of young people 
or seniors or making changes to schedules or frequencies to better accommodate the needs of all riders. 

For seniors over age 60, the survey results reveal a different travel pattern. While "Home" remains a 
common trip purpose for this age group, the data shows that they are much more likely to use public 
transit for shopping and medical trips, and much less likely to use it for work or college/job training 
purposes. These findings shed light on the unique challenges facing seniors in Indian River County and 
the critical role that public transit plays in helping them access essential services. 
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Other 
11% 

Shopping/Errands 
27% 

4% 
College/Job Training 

0% 

9% 

Home 
40% 

In particular, the fact that "Shopping/Errands" was the second most common trip purpose for seniors 
over 60 underscores the importance of providing access to retail and other essential services through 
public transit. Similarly, the higher percentage of "Medical" trips for this age group highlights the 
importance of providing access to healthcare and medical services through public transit. Figure 3-5 
portrays the breakdown of the trip purposes of riders over the age of 60. 

Figure 3-5. Trip Purpose of GoLine Riders Over Age 60 

Similarly, riders under age 19, illustrate the unique needs of this segment of riders. The survey results 
revealed "Home" is the most common trip purpose for riders under 19, representing nearly half of all 
trips. This finding suggests that transportation plays a critical role in supporting family life and other 
domestic activities for young people in Indian River County. Meanwhile, the high percentage of 
"School/After School Activity" trips highlights the importance of providing safe and reliable 
transportation options for young people to access educational and extracurricular opportunities. 

68 



  
 
 

 

            
                 

           
            

        

 

          
      

              
         

             
           

          
  

Visiting/Recreation, 0.67% 

School/ After School - -'--­
Activity, 27.61% 

Shopping/Errands, 
4.71% 

Work, 9.43% 

College/Job Training, 
1.68% 

Interestingly, "Work" is a less common trip purpose for riders under 19, representing only 9.43% of all 
trips. This finding may reflect the fact that many young people are still in school and have not yet 
entered the workforce, or that they have access to alternative transportation options for work-related 
trips. Figure 3-6 below accents the distribution of trip purpose of the surveyed riders under the age 19. 

Figure 3-6. Trip Purpose of GoLine Riders Under Age 19 

Responses of riders aged 20-29 years reveal that GoLine Transit plays a significant role in connecting 
these individuals with employment opportunities. Approximately 22.59% of respondents in this age 
bracket reported using the transit service for work purposes, indicating a substantial reliance on public 
transportation for commuting. This highlights the value of GoLine Transit in facilitating access to 
employment locations for individuals in the 20-29 age range. Furthermore, the data also shows that a 
percentage of respondents in this category utilized GoLine Transit for college or job training, indicating 
its role in supporting educational pursuits. Figure 3-7 highlights the trip purposes of the riders in their 
twenties. 
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10% 
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Figure 3-7. Trip Purpose of Riders Age 20-29 

The multiple trip purposes of GoLine Transit Riders under age 19 and over age 60 provide key insights 
into the unique needs of different segments of riders. Understanding these age segments is critical since 
they represent a large portion of the current riders. The age of the survey respondents varied, with a 
significant portion being 19 years old or under (20.63%) or 60 years old or older (23.77%, including 60 to 
64-year-olds and those 65 or older). The age breakdown is important to consider when analyzing the 
survey results because the transportation needs and preferences of riders can vary significantly 
depending on their age. For example, seniors may have different mobility and accessibility needs than 
younger riders. Similarly, younger riders may be more likely to use the transit service for recreational 
purposes, while older riders may be more likely to use it for medical appointments or shopping trips. 
Understanding the age breakdown of the survey respondents is crucial to ensuring that GoLine is 
meeting the needs of all of its riders, regardless of age. Figure 3-8 below accents the distribution of 
users by age. 

70 



  
 
 

 

 

 

 

   

               
            
           

           
     

              
                 

                  
                 
  

          
                

              
         

 

 

            

 
 

■ 

ur20.33 

Figure 3-8. Age of GoLine Riders 
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Frequency of Use 

There are additional factors that can shed light on rider loyalty, satisfaction, and overall usage patterns. 
Specifically, the length of time that riders have used the service and the frequency with which they use it 
can provide important insights into rider behavior and preferences. By analyzing the results of the on-
board survey for these two factors, valuable information can be obtained that can inform decisions 
about resource allocation and service improvements. 

Analyzing the frequency of usage for GoLine Transit Riders, we see that a significant portion of riders 
rely heavily on the service. Figure 3-9 shows that 54.48% of riders use the service four or more days per 
week, while 28.53% use it two or three days per week. A smaller percentage of riders use the service on 
a more sporadic basis, with 11.82% using it about one day per week and 5.16% using it one or twice a 
month. 

This data underscores the importance of providing reliable service that meets the needs of these regular 
riders, who depend on GoLine Transit as a vital mode of transportation. However, it may also be worth 
exploring other ways to encourage more sporadic riders to use the service more frequently, such as by 
identifying the barriers to usage and addressing them through targeted improvements or outreach 
efforts. 
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Figure 3-9. Frequency of Use by GoLine Riders 

Length of Time Using GoLine 

Analyzing the length of time that riders have used GoLine Transit provides important insights into rider 
loyalty, satisfaction, and overall usage patterns. The survey indicates that a significant percentage of 
riders have been using the service for several years, with 27.78% reporting that they have been using 
the service for more than five years. An additional 22.50% of riders have been using the service for 2 to 
5 years, and 26.11% have been using it for 6 months to 2 years. Figure 3-10 highlights the full 
breakdown of survey results. 
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Figure 3-10. Length of Time Using GoLine Service 

These data suggest that GoLine Transit has a strong base of loyal riders who have been using the service 
for several years, which may reflect positively on the overall quality of service provided. However, it's 
also worth noting that nearly one-fifth of riders are relatively new to the service, which presents an 
opportunity to capture their feedback and address any issues they may have early on. By prioritizing the 
needs and feedback of both new and long-time riders, GoLine Transit can continue to improve its service 
and meet the evolving needs of its ridership. 

Service Quality and Customer Satisfaction 

In addition to the previously discussed survey data, this section of the report delves deeper into the on-
board survey results by examining customer satisfaction across various aspects of service quality 
delivered by GoLine. By categorizing the data into distinct areas, such as Overall Satisfaction, Service 
Frequency & Timing, Accessibility & Convenience, Reliability, Information Accessibility, Cleanliness, 
Safety, Comfort, and Driver Performance, we can gain a more comprehensive understanding of GoLine's 
performance. This detailed analysis serves as a crucial component of the overall evaluation, as it allows 
us to identify the strengths and areas for improvement within GoLine's service offerings. Furthermore, 
these insights will help inform data-driven decisions aimed at enhancing customer satisfaction and 
loyalty, ultimately contributing to a more complete assessment of GoLine's service quality. 

Service Frequency & Timing 

Figure 3-11 presents the Service Frequency & Timing category, a crucial aspect of customer satisfaction 
in public transportation services. Service frequency and timing directly impact the convenience and 
reliability of the service, affecting passengers' ability to plan their journeys and meet their daily 
schedules. 
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These data are helpful in prioritizing which service changes are most important by highlighting the areas 
where customer satisfaction scores are comparatively lower, indicating room for improvement. 
Additionally, focusing on the unsatisfied and very unsatisfied customer responses can provide valuable 
insights into areas that need immediate attention. The average scores and dissatisfaction levels for each 
question in the Service Frequency & Timing category are as follows: 

Figure 3-11. Customer Evaluation of Service Frequency, Span of Service and Days of Service 

Buses on Saturday evenings run late 
enough 

Buses on Saturdays start early enough 

Buses on weekday evenings run late 
enough 

Buses on weekdays start early enough 

How regularly buses arrive on time 

Frequency of service (how many runs) 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Unsatisfied Very Unsatisfied 

Accessibility and Ease of Use 

The Accessibility and Ease of Use category plays a significant role in determining customer satisfaction 
with GoLine's services. Analyzing the survey results from this category allows us to identify the customer 
centered service characteristics that illustrate how easily its customers can navigate and access the 
GoLine service. 

The survey data for the Accessibility and Ease of Use category includes the following questions: 

1. Your ability to get where you want to 
2. Ease of transferring between buses 
3. Easy access to bus route & schedule info 
4. Ease of using the GoLine real time app 

The average scores for these questions indicate that customers are generally satisfied with GoLine's 
accessibility and ease of use, with all scores above 4.0. However, there are some areas where 
improvements can be made to further enhance customer satisfaction. 

Ease of using the GoLine real time app has the lowest average score (4.163) among the questions in this 
category, suggesting that there may be room for improvement in the app's user experience or its 
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features. Addressing issues with the app could have a positive impact on customer satisfaction, as it is 
an essential tool for accessing real-time transit information. 

On the other hand, "Your ability to get where you want to" and "Ease of transferring between buses" 
have the highest average scores in this category (4.367 and 4.372, respectively), indicating that these 
aspects of GoLine's service are meeting customer expectations. It is essential to maintain these high 
satisfaction levels and continue to monitor and improve these areas as needed. The distribution and 
scores can be found in Figure 3-12 below. 

The Accessibility and Ease of Use category reveals that GoLine is generally meeting customer needs in 
terms of accessibility and ease of use. However, there is potential for improvement, particularly with the 
GoLine real time app. By addressing these areas and maintaining high satisfaction levels in other 
aspects, GoLine can continue to deliver a convenient and accessible service that meets the needs of its 
customers. 

Figure 3-12. Satisfaction Rating Related to Accessing and Utilizing GoLine Services 

Your ability to get where you want to 

Easy access to bus route & schedule info 

Ease of using the GoLine realtime app 

Ease of transferring between buses 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

Percent Very Satisfied Percent Satisfied Percent Neutral Percent Unsatisfied Percent Very Unsatisfied 

Cleanliness of Amenities and Facilities 

The Cleanliness category is a crucial aspect of customer satisfaction with GoLine's services. By examining 
the survey results for this category, we can gain insights into how well the current system is performing 
in terms of cleanliness and identify areas that may require improvement. This information helps 
prioritize the necessary steps to enhance customer experience and maintain a high level of service 
quality. 

The survey data for the Cleanliness category includes the following questions: 

1. How clean the buses are 
2. How clean the shelters are 
3. How clean the transfer centers are 
4. How clean the bus stops are 

The average scores for these questions suggest that customers are generally satisfied with the 
cleanliness of GoLine's services, as all scores are above 4.0. Nevertheless, there is always room for 
improvement to ensure that customer expectations are met and exceeded. 
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Among the questions in this category, "How clean the shelters are" has the lowest average score 
(4.244), which might indicate a need for more frequent or thorough cleaning of the shelters. By 
addressing this issue, GoLine can improve the overall customer experience and maintain a high level of 
satisfaction. 

On the other hand, the highest average score in this category is for "How clean the buses are" (4.286), 
indicating that this aspect of GoLine's service is generally meeting customer expectations. It is essential 
to continue monitoring and maintaining these high satisfaction levels and make improvements as 
needed. Figure 3-13 below highlights the cleanliness ratings of GoLine services and facilities. The data 
from the Cleanliness category show that GoLine is generally meeting customer needs regarding 
cleanliness. However, there is potential for improvement, particularly in the area of shelter cleanliness. 
By addressing these areas and maintaining high satisfaction levels in other aspects, GoLine can ensure a 
clean and comfortable environment for its customers, contributing to a positive overall experience. 

Figure 3-13. Satisfaction Rating of GoLine Cleanliness 

How clean the transfer centers are 

How clean the shelters are 

How clean the buses are 

How clean the bus stops are 

Percent Very Satisfied 
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Percent Satisfied Percent Neutral Percent Unsatisfied Percent Very Unsatisfied 

Bus Features and Amenities 

In the ongoing assessment of customer satisfaction with GoLine's services, attention is now turned to 
the Bus Features and Amenities category. By examining the survey results for this category, insights can 
be gained into the performance of the current system in terms of bus features and amenities, as well as 
identifying areas that may benefit from improvement. This information is essential for prioritizing 
enhancements to boost customer experience and maintain a high level of service quality. 

The survey data for the Bus Features and Amenities category includes the following questions: 

1. The number of bus stops along the route 
2. Temperature inside the buses 

The average scores for these questions indicate that customers are generally satisfied with the bus 
features and amenities provided by GoLine, with both scores above 4.0. Among the questions in this 
category, both "The number of bus stops along the route" and "Temperature inside the buses" have 
identical average scores (4.266), suggesting that customers are generally content with these aspects of 
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GoLine's service. However, it is important to continue monitoring and addressing any concerns that may 
arise in these areas, to maintain and improve upon these satisfaction levels. The full distribution of the 
responses can be found in Figure 3-14 below. 

Figure 3-14. Satisfaction Rating of Select Bus Features and Amenities 

The number of bus stops along the route 

Temperature inside the buses 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

Percent Very Satisfied Percent Satisfied Percent Neutral Percent Unsatisfied Percent Very Unsatisfied 

The data from the Bus Features and Amenities category reveal that GoLine is generally meeting 
customer needs in terms of bus stop availability and in-bus temperature control. While the current 
satisfaction levels are commendable, there is always room for improvement. By addressing any concerns 
and maintaining high satisfaction levels in these and other aspects, GoLine can continue to deliver a 
comfortable and convenient service that meets the needs of its customers. 

In the process of evaluating customer satisfaction with GoLine's services, the focus is now directed to 
the Bus Drivers' Performance category. By examining the survey results for this category, valuable 
insights can be gained into the performance of bus drivers in terms of their driving skills, courtesy, and 
knowledge of the routes. This information is crucial for identifying areas of improvement and ensuring 
that GoLine maintains a high level of service quality. 

The survey data for the Bus Drivers' Performance category includes the following questions: 

1. Bus driver's ability to drive the bus 
2. Bus driver's courtesy 
3. Bus driver's knowledge of the routes 

The average scores for these questions indicate that customers are highly satisfied with the 
performance of GoLine's bus drivers, with all scores above 4.4. This suggests that the drivers are 
meeting, and in some cases exceeding, customer expectations in terms of their skills, courtesy, and 
route knowledge. 

Among the questions in this category, "Bus driver's knowledge of the routes" received the highest 
average score (4.599), indicating that customers are particularly pleased with the drivers' expertise in 
navigating the routes. The scores for "Bus driver's ability to drive the bus" (4.495) and "Bus driver's 
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courtesy" (4.438) also demonstrate a high level of satisfaction with the drivers' performance. Figure 3-15 
is illustrative the satisfaction with the drivers' performance. 

Figure 3-15. Satisfaction of Bus Driver's Performance 

Bus driver's knowledge of the routes 

Bus driver's courtesy 

Bus driver's ability to drive the bus 
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0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

Percent Very Satisfied Percent Satisfied Percent Neutral Percent Unsatisfied Percent Very Unsatisfied 

In conclusion, the data from the Bus Drivers' Performance category show that GoLine is effectively 
meeting customer needs with regard to the abilities and demeanor of its bus drivers. While the current 
satisfaction levels are impressive, it is important to continue monitoring and addressing any concerns 
that may arise, ensuring that the drivers maintain their high standards of service. This will contribute to 
a comfortable and pleasant experience for GoLine's customers. 

As we have examined the on-board survey results, providing valuable insights into the experiences and 
preferences of GoLine riders, it is important to broaden our understanding by incorporating the 
perspectives of not only the riders, but also the public. To achieve this broader perspective, an online 
survey was conducted, encompassing GoLine riders as well as individuals who may not have utilized the 
service. This online survey allows us to gather insights from a wider range of individuals, capturing the 
opinions and expectations of both frequent riders and potential riders. By analyzing the responses from 
the public, we can gain valuable insights into the overall perception of public transportation, identify 
potential areas for improvement, and ensure that the GoLine Transit service continues to meet the 
needs of its ridership while attracting new users. 

Phase One Public Online Survey Results 
Following the insights gathered from the on-board survey with existing GoLine passengers, we expanded 
our efforts to gauge the views of the broader Indian River County community via an online survey. This 
survey aimed to capture the perceptions, needs, and potential concerns of those who may not currently 
use GoLine but could potentially benefit from the service and current users of the GoLine that may have 
not been surveyed by the on-board survey. 

Understanding the views of the public is crucial for several reasons. First, it provides a broader 
perspective on the overall transportation needs of the community. Second, it helps identify barriers that 
may be preventing potential passengers from using the service. Finally, it offers valuable insights into 
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how GoLine is perceived by the wider community, which can inform our marketing and communication 
efforts. 

In total 357 online surveys were collected. The following section presents a detailed summary of the 
results from the public online survey, providing a comprehensive view of the community's perceptions 
and expectations of GoLine transit service. These findings, combined with the insights from the on-
board survey, will guide our ongoing efforts to improve, expand service, and address the needs of all 
residents of Indian River County. 

As seen in Figure 3-16 below, this survey's respondent demographics offer a fine representation of the 
Indian River community as it covers a broad age range, which ensures that the survey captures a wide 
spectrum of transit needs, usage patterns, and perspectives. Different age groups typically have distinct 
transportation preferences and needs, making this wide representation crucial for an inclusive and 
efficient transit service. For instance, the needs of younger individuals who might prioritize speed and 
digital conveniences are captured, as well as the preferences of older individuals who might emphasize 
comfort, safety, and accessibility. 

The significant representation from the 40-59 and 60-69 age groups, which collectively make up over 
50% of respondents, is particularly important as these groups often include active workers and retirees, 
who might heavily rely on public transit for commuting and other essential travel. Meanwhile, the 
presence of younger respondents in the 18-24 age group and those under 18 years old ensures that the 
transit system's future needs are taken into consideration, as these individuals are potential long-term 
users. Their input can help shape the transit system to continue serving the community effectively as 
they grow older. Furthermore, the 16.25% of respondents who are aged 70 and over give insights into 
the needs of older residents, for whom public transit can be especially critical due to possible limitations 
in driving ability or other mobility constraints. This diverse age distribution provides a more 
comprehensive understanding of the needs within the Indian River community, aiding planners to 
effectively adapt and improve their services. 
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Figure 3-16. Age of Online Survey Respondents 

Figure 3-15 outlines the customer satisfaction rating related to the bus driver's performance while using 
the GoLine system. 

Perception of Service 

An important component of the online survey was the pu 
Transit service. Understanding the opinions of current riders, potential riders, and the public is crucial 
for GoLine Transit in enhancing its service offerings, attracting new users, and ensuring that the 
transportation needs of the population in Indian River County are met effectively. The following shows 
the online survey results of asked respondents to indicate the value of GoLine by aligning with these 
insights, GoLine Transit can make informed decisions to improve its services, increase awareness, and 
further establish itself as an essential and reliable mode of transportation in the county. 

Opinion of Service 

Figure 3-17 shows that among all respondents, 70% consider GoLine Transit as an essential service that 
must be provided. This indicates a significant majority of respondents who recognize the importance 
and necessity of the service. Additionally, 10% of respondents mentioned that GoLine Transit is 
sometimes useful, suggesting that they perceive its value in specific circumstances. Furthermore, 16% of 
respondents indicated that while the service might be useful to others, they personally do not use it. 
Lastly, 4% of respondents expressed that GoLine Transit is not considered essential. 
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Sometimes useful 
10% 

Not essential 
4% 

Might be useful to others, 
but I don't use it 

16% 

Essential {must be 
provided} 

70% 

Figure 3-17. Perception of GoLine Services 

Opinion of GoLine Service (Non-Users) 

For respondents who do not currently use GoLine Transit, Figure 3-18 reveals that 63.0% consider the 
service as essential and something that must be provided. This suggests that even among non-users, 
there is a recognition of the importance of GoLine Transit as a public service. Additionally, 8% 
mentioned that the service is sometimes useful, indicating that they see potential value in certain 
situations. Furthermore, 26% of non-users believed that GoLine Transit might be useful to others, even if 
they don't personally utilize it. A small percentage of 3% expressed that the service is not essential. 
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Figure 3-18. Perception of Non-GoLine Users 

Opinion of GoLine Service Users of Service 

Among current users of GoLine Transit, Figure 3-19 demonstrates a higher level of appreciation for the 
service. A significant majority of 78.8% of users consider GoLine Transit as an essential service that must 
be provided. This reinforces the notion that the service is highly valued by those who actively use it. 
Additionally, 11.8% mentioned that the service is sometimes useful, acknowledging its relevance in 
specific situations. Only a small percentage of 2.4% believed that GoLine Transit might be useful to 
others, despite not being a personal user. Lastly, 7.1% of users expressed that the service is not 
considered essential. 

Figure 3-19. GoLine Service Users of Service 
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Awareness of GoLine Services 

Understanding the level of awareness is crucial in assessing the effectiveness of outreach efforts and the 
overall visibility of GoLine Transit. It provides valuable insights into how well-known the service is among 
the target audience and the general public. By gauging the level of awareness, GoLine Transit can 
identify potential gaps in knowledge and tailor its communication strategies to reach those who may not 
be familiar with the service. Additionally, understanding the level of awareness helps GoLine Transit 
evaluate the effectiveness of existing awareness campaigns and make informed decisions on how to 
enhance visibility, improve brand recognition, and attract new riders. Ultimately, by increasing 
awareness and knowledge about GoLine Transit, the service can broaden its reach, engage a wider 
audience, and ensure that the community has access to the benefits and convenience of reliable public 
transportation. 

Figure 3-20 depicts the level of awareness data indicates the respondents with GoLine 
Transit. Among all respondents, 40% mentioned being aware of GoLine Transit, suggesting a significant 
level of familiarity with the service. A small percentage of 6% reported never having heard of GoLine 
Transit, indicating a need for increased awareness efforts. Additionally, 54% of respondents stated they 
have seen GoLine Transit around, but know very little about it, demonstrating a moderate level of 
exposure to the service without extensive knowledge. 

This data underscores the importance of ongoing awareness campaigns to reach those who have not yet 
heard of GoLine Transit and to provide more information to those who have seen the service but are not 
fully familiar with it. By increasing awareness and knowledge about GoLine Transit, the service can 
attract new riders, expand its user base, and further establish itself as a reliable and accessible 
transportation option in Indian River County. 
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Figure 3-20. GoLine Community Awareness 

Priority of Improvements 

The online public survey conducted among GoLine users provided valuable insights into the service 
improvements that customers prioritize. The survey results are instrumental in understanding the needs 
and preferences of our riders, which can guide the development of our transit plan. 

The survey data was analyzed in two ways: by examining the percentage of responses in each priority 
category and by calculating the average rank score for each service improvement. Both analyses 
provided a comprehensive view of the priorities of GoLine users. 

The category analysis revealed that the most critical service improvements for customers are "More 
Frequent Service" and "Expansion into areas not served", which received 31.76% and 20.00% 
respectively in the "Critical" category. This suggests that customers highly value the frequency of the 
service and the coverage of the service area. The "Earlier/later Weekday Service" improvement also 
emerged as a high priority, receiving the highest percentage in the "High Priority" category, with 
28.24%. 

On the other hand, the average rank score analysis (see Table 3-3), which provides a measure of the 
overall priority given to each service improvement, identified "More Frequent Service", "Earlier/later 
Weekday Service", and "Expansion into areas not served" as the top three priorities, with average rank 
scores of 2.94, 3.04, and 3.96 respectively. 
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Table 3-3: Average Rank Score 

Rank Average 

More Frequent Service 2.94 

Earlier/later Weekday Service 3.04 
Expanded Saturday Hours 3.79 

Expansion into areas not served 3.96 

Sunday Service 4.28 

More Bus shelters & Benches 4.31 

More Connecting sidewalks 5.68 

These findings suggest that increasing the frequency of service, extending service hours on weekdays, 
and expanding the service area are the most important improvements for GoLine users. Implementing 
these changes could lead to increased customer satisfaction and potentially attract more riders. 

However, it is also important to note that the service improvements with the highest average rank 
scores, indicating lower overall priority, are "More Connecting Sidewalks" and "More Bus Shelters & 
Benches". While these improvements could still enhance the service, they are not as high a priority for 
customers as the other improvements. 

The survey results displayed in Figure 3-21 provides direction for GoLine's service improvements to 
consider. Prioritizing the improvements that matter most to GoLine customers will help better meet 
their needs and continue to provide a service that is both convenient and reliable. As we move forward, 
we will also consider the feasibility and cost-effectiveness of each improvement to ensure the most 
efficient use of our resources. 
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Figure 3-21. Survey Results 

More Connecting sidewalks 

More Bus shelters & Benches 

Expansion into areas not served 

Sunday Service 
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More Frequent Service 
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Critical High Priority Important Moderate Low Priority Minor Negligible 

Trip Purpose of GoLine Users 

Understanding the trip purpose data of respondents who have utilized GoLine services is essential for 
GoLine Transit to effectively cater to the diverse transportation needs of its riders. By analyzing the trip 
purpose information, GoLine Transit can gain valuable insights into the specific reasons why individuals 
rely on their services. This data enables GoLine Transit to tailor its routes, schedules, and service 
offerings to best accommodate the various trip purposes, ensuring a convenient and reliable 
transportation experience for its riders. 

Figure 3-22 highlights the diverse range of trip purposes for which individuals utilize GoLine services. 
Shopping/errands and work-related trips emerge as the most common purposes, representing a 
significant portion of the respondents. Additionally, the data underscores the importance of GoLine 
Transit in facilitating access to medical appointments, school and after-school activities, and recreation. 
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Figure 3-22. Trip Purpose of GoLine Users 

By considering this trip purpose data, GoLine Transit can make informed decisions in terms of service 
planning, route optimization, and resource allocation. It allows them to align their services with the 
specific needs and preferences of their ridership, ultimately enhancing the overall efficiency and 
customer satisfaction of GoLine Transit. 

Reasons for Using GoLine Transit 

Figure 3-23 lists the reasons why respondents use public transit services. The largest 
percentage of users (41.46%) state that they use the service because they do not drive a car. The second 
most common reason (28.05%) is the unavailability of a car. The convenience of the bus is a factor for 
10.98% of respondents, while 6.10% find it more economical than other means of transportation. A 
small number of respondents (8.54%) utilize GoLine because they do not possess a valid driver's license. 
Other minor factors include issues with parking (1.22%) and heavy traffic (3.66%). 

In sum, these insights help GoLine better understand its user base, improve service provision based on 
user needs and preferences, and identify opportunities for expansion and targeted outreach. 
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Figure 3-23. Reason for Using GoLine Transit 

Phase Two Online Survey and Results 

Purpose 

Following both the Phase One Onboard Survey and Online/Social Media Outreach efforts conducted in 
February-April of 2023, a Phase Two Online/Social Media outreach survey was made available to the 
public during the month of June 2023 (see Figure 3-24). For this survey, the public was asked to rank the 
proposed service and capital improvements identified in the previous survey and public outreach 
efforts. A total of 213 respondents completed the Phase Two survey. 
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Figure 3-24. Phase II Social Media Outreach Info. 

Phase Two Online Survey Findings 

The Phase Two Online survey was distributed to Indian River County residents through a targeted social 
media advertisement. The social media target ad 
Center for Urban Transportation Research (CUTR), lasted from June 8, 2023, to June 30, 2023. During 
the online advertisement, 5,565 people were reached. This online survey/social media effort included 
social interactions of 177 survey link clicks, 241 post engagements, 51 post shares, and 10 post 
comments from citizens. Overall, the survey aimed to gather insights on the 
for proposed GoLine service improvements and supportive amenities, as well as an open-ended section 
for additional comments and areas of priorities. 

Table 3-4 show the breakdown of the 213 survey responses that were collected and analyzed. Of the 60 
respondents who have not used GoLine Transit, only 19% fully completed the online survey. Of the 149 
respondents who have used GoLine Transit, 81% fully completed the online survey. 

Table 3-4: Have you used GoLine Transit? 

Respondents 

No 60 
Yes 153 

Total 213 
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Extending 
Increasing 

Extending Additional Addition Adding 
Proposed Weekday 

Weekday 
Saturday Bus of Service to 

Improvement Service Service Shelters & Sunday Unserved 

Hours 
Frequencies 

Hours Seating Service Areas 

Total: 49.60% 17.80% 5.20% 9.60% 11.10% 6.70% 

Responses Collected 

This section focuses on the responses collected from the second online GoLine transit survey, where 
respondents were asked to prioritize improvement choices for the transit system from most important 
to least important. The survey aimed to gather insights into the preferences and needs of transit users 
and non-transit users in terms of service improvements, including the addition of increase in span of 
service and frequency, added shelters and seats, and expansion of service to areas not served. Table 3-5 
shows the results of the 213 survey responses that were analyzed and provides an idea of how highly 
respondents ranked each proposed improvement. 

Table 3-5: Percentage of GoLine Transit Improvement Responses 

Extending Weekday Evening Service (7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.): 

A high number of respondents (49.6%) prioritized extending the current span of service on weekday 
evenings. This suggests a demand for later service hours, accommodating commuters returning home 
from work, students attending evening classes or related after-school activities, and individuals engaging 
in leisure activities or personal trips during those hours. 

Increasing Weekday Frequency on Top-Performing Routes: 

17.8% of respondents prioritized increasing the weekday frequency of buses on top-performing routes. 
This indicates a desire for more frequent service, reducing wait times and providing greater convenience 
for commuters. This percentage of respondents likely prioritize efficiency and reliability in their transit 
experience. 

Expanding Saturday Service (7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.): 

5.2% of respondents highlighted the importance of expanding the current span of service on Saturdays. 
This indicates a low prioritization for extended service hours to accommodate weekend activities, 
including work, leisure, and shopping. 

Adding More Bus Shelters and Seating: 

9.6% of respondents emphasized the need for more bus shelters and seating at current bus stops. 
Respondents recognize the value of providing sheltered waiting areas and adequate seating to create a 
more enjoyable transit experience. Based on the response options, this improvement had relatively high 
support as a priority from the public. 
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• Side roads where bus stops aren't currently located 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• Not too sure. With the lack of areas visited because of its limitations, I don't know what else is 

• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

• 
• 

stops of #5 bus on US 1 going north around Wal mart and McDonald's/Home Depot 

Adding Services to Unserved Areas: 

6.7% of respondents prioritized adding services to areas currently not served by the transit agency. This 
indicates a demand for expanding the transit network to reach areas where lack current GoLine fixed 
route service. 

Adding Sunday Service: 

11.1% of respondents prioritized adding Sunday service. Currently, there are no GoLine fixed route 
service operating on Sundays. 

Qualitative Responses 
The respondents who indicated that they would like to see service added to areas where there currently 
is no fixed route service (6.7% of respondents) were asked to write a location where they would like to 
see GoLine service extended to. The responses are repeated as they were given: 

- residential neighborhoods 

Roseland Rd, Sebastian 

From 6th Ave to the County Complex 

Further into Sebastian Highlands, Indian River Drive Sebastian 

Oslo 

Fellsmere 

Close to Fellsmere elementary 

Everywhere 

US HWY 1 in-between Sebastian and Vero Beach 

Fort Pierce especially the college 

#7 bus 

available. Penny in front of diners and pubs 

Bus Stop in front of the Indian River Public Library. Near the Vero Beach High School 
More stops on US 1. Restore the stop at 53rd and US 1 

Down 58th past Home Depot 
Commuter express between Sebastian and Vero and more coverage in the southeast section of 
Sebastian 

More along US 1 from Sebastian to Fort Pierce Route from US 1 down Roseland Rd to 512 More 

130th Avenue & 83rd Street in Fellsmere 

Route 11 covered a lot of area that isn't accessible anymore also it would be nice to see a stop at 
Sebastian's Riverview Park. 
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• 
• 

suggestions for improvement identified by Goline's Operators and Dispatchers match with feedback 

As frontline employees, Goline's Operators and Dispatchers were asked to provide a comprehensive list 

The corner of 16th street and 20th Ave by the high school. 
From Schumann Drive to the Family Dollar on Fleming 

Phase Two Online Survey Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is evident that online respondents value extending the current span of service on Weekday Evenings 
from 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. followed by an increased frequency to the current top routes.  These 
priorities are followed by the addition of Sunday service and more bus shelters and seating at bus stops. 
While public responses to adding service to areas currently not served by a GoLine bus routes showed a 
low priority at 6.7%; respondents did provide several locations where they would like to see GoLine 
service extended to (see qualitative response section below). These findings will assist in the 
development of a set of final and prioritized improvements to the GoLine system (see Chapter 7). 

Operator/Dispatcher Surveys 

Operator/Dispatcher Survey Findings 

GoLine bus Operators and Dispatchers were also surveyed during the February-April 2023 outreach 
timeline. The aim of this effort was to gain valuable input from the frontline employees that area active 
in the day-today operations of fixed routes services in Indian River County. Frequently, Operator and 
Dispatcher surveys lead to observations and suggestions for improvements that reflect on a variety of 
operational issues, customer needs, and route-specific characteristics. In this case, many of the 

received from the public via the Onboard and Online/Social Media survey efforts. A copy of the GoLine 
Bus Operator & Dispatchers survey can be found in Appendix D. 

Rider Complaints and Compliments 

of the three top complaints they received from riders and the public. A range of common complaints 
was provided in the survey and outlined in Figure 3-25. 
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Common Complaints Fielded by Goline Bus Operators & 
Dispatchers 

Safety/security at transfer centers 

Bus is late 

Safety/security onboard bus 

Safety/security at bus stop 

Bus schedule is too hard to understand 

Bus is not clean 

Need Sunday service 

Need more Saturday service 

Bus is not comfortable 

Need more express service 

Need more connections to other counties 

Need more bus shelters 

Bus does not go where I need to go 

Need for later service 

Need for frequent service 

Goline bus tracking app not working 

Lack of connecting sidewalks 

0 1 2 3 4 

Common Compliments Fielded by Goline Bus Operators & 
Dispatchers 

Buses are on-time 

Buses are clean 

Drivers a re safe and efficient 

Friendly/helpful drivers 

Key locations in Indian River Co. served 

Service is free 

0 1 

u r20.33 

2 3 4 5 6 

5 6 

7 

Figure 3-25. Common Rider Complaints 

In addition, the areas where Operators & Dispatchers receive compliments from riders were also 
provided (see Figure 3-26). The most common compliment received is that the service is free, followed 
by service coverage, friendliness of drivers, and safety/efficiency of drivers. 

Figure 3-26. Common Rider Compliments 
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routes that you drive and that you don't drive . 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

- change Grace's Landing to a "request only" stop . 

Operator Feedback 

A series of free-response questions (Questions #4-7) were posed that allowed GoLine Operators or 
Dispatchers the ability to add a more specific response(s) to pressing issues and/or prospective changes 
to varying aspects of the public transportation system. A number of these suggestions correspond with 
comments received by the public in meetings/workshops and other survey efforts. Comments are 
provided as they were received. 

Q 5 Provide any specific service improvements to the GoLine bus routes. Include information for 

Provide later service. 
Provide better lighting at stops. 
Route 4  add new shelter at US 1 & 10th . 
Route 5 -
Route 6  route should stop north of Oslo Rd. before 4th Pl. 
Route 7  route should stop on 43rd Ave. by 7-11 area. 
Route 13 route should have Saturday service. 

Q 6 What do you like best about being a GoLine Operator or Dispatcher? 

Meet nice people (4 responses). 
GoLine management is good to its employees (2 responses). 
GoLine customer service staff are very helpful to riders. 
Job provides schedule flexibility. 
Part-time work is available. 

Q 7 Provide any other comments that could help GoLine service. 

Buses are not always running properly (2 responses). 
Provide later service. 
Benefits package is helpful to employees. 
AC on buses needs to work consistently. 
Buses need to be cleaner. 
Need better pay. 
I love working for GoLine! 
Need more spare buses to make pullout. 
The tablet system for drivers is a major improvement but is often not accurate with bus stop 
locations and announcements. 
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CHAPTER4 

SITUATION APPRAISAL 

Review of Plans and Studies 
This section reviews transit policies and plans at local, regional, state, and federal levels of government 
to identify policies or issues that may have implications for the GoLine service. Findings from this review 
will ensure that Indian River is consistent with other local and regional planning efforts. In addition, the 
results of this plans review serve as a component of meeting the Situational Appraisal requirement of 
the TDP Rule. 

As part of this effort, the following plans and programs were reviewed and highlighted below or in Table 
4-1: 

Federal Plans/Programs 
o Bipartisan Infrastructure Law 
o Inflation Reduction Act 

State Plans/Programs 
o Florida Transportation Plan (FTP) 
o State of Florida Transportation Disadvantaged 5-Year/20-Year Plan 
o ic Intermodal System Policy Plan (2016) 
o Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Master Plan (2021) 
o Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Deployment Plan (2022) 
o The FDOT Source Book (2022) 

Regional Plans/Programs/Studies 
o Treasure Coast 2040 & 2045 Regional Long-Range Transportation Plan 
o Treasure Coast I-95 Multimodal Master Plan 
o Treasure Coast Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) 2022-2027 

(2022 see Table 4-1) 
o St. Lucie County 2020-29 Transit Development Plan (2019) 
o Space Coast Area Transit (SCAT) Transit Development Plan (2022) 

Local Plans/Programs/Studies 
o Connecting TRC: Indian River County 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 
o Indian River County Transit Development Plan (TDP) FYs 2019-2028 Major Update 
o Indian River County Transportation Disadvantaged Service Plan FY 2019/20 2023/24 
o The Indian River County MPO Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) FY 2022/23 

FY 2026/27 
o Indian River County 2022 Priority Projects Report 
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nation's transportation infrastructure, with more than $65 billion for infrastructure investment. 

state's transportation future over a 50 

The FTP has identified seven overarching goals for Florida' s transportation system: 

• 
• 
• 
• 

o GoLine Transit Electrification Route Modeling Analysis 
o CR 512 Corridor Study (2023) 
o Local Plans: 

Comprehensive Plans: Indian River County, Fellsmere, Vero Beach, Sebastian, 
Orchid 
City of Fellsmere Development and Resiliency Plan (2022 see Table 4-1) 

Federal Plans/Programs 

Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (2022) 
The Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL) makes funding available for local governments to modernize the 

The BIL 
includes over $6.5 billion in competitive grant funding for bridge investments, safe streets, multi-modal, 
multi-jurisdictional projects, railroad crossing elimination, charging and fueling infrastructure grants to 
support electric vehicles, resilient infrastructure improvements, and others. BIL also expands funding for 
Infrastructure for Rebuilding America (INFRA) Grants, Rebuilding American Infrastructure with 
Sustainability and Equity (RAISE) Grants, Surface Transportation Block Grants, and the Carbon Reduction 
Program. The bill also allocated funding for transit ADA investments, increased funding for the Capital 
Investment Grant program, and expansion of passenger rail. 

Inflation Reduction Act (2022) 
The Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) targets investments to decarbonize the transportation sector. The Act 
creates a tax credit that will provide $7,500 for new and $4,000 for used electric vehicles. $7.5 billion is 
being used to support the rollout of electric vehicle charging infrastructure to install over 500,000 
charging stations. The Act also targets the heavy-duty vehicle sector by allocating $1 billion to support 
zero-emission heavy-duty vehicles, including buses. 

State Plans/Programs 

Florida Transportation Plan (2020) 
The Florida Transportation Plan (FTP), updated every five years, provides a framework to guide the 

-year planning horizon. The Florida Department of Transportation 
(FDOT) provides guidance to entities involved in transportation planning and management, including 
state, regional, and local organizations. The FTP also plans how and where the state will allocate 
transportation funding. 

Safety and security 
High-quality, resilient infrastructure 
Preserve the natural environment 
Enhance mobility 
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• 
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Florida's Strategic lntermodal System Policy Plan {2016} 

Florida's Strategic lntermodal System (SIS) Policy Plan creates the policy framework for managing 

orida's Strategic lntermodal System (SIS), which include 

facilities that contribute significantly to the state's economy . 

• 
• 
• Develop transportation systems that support Florida's economic development and growth. 

Florida's Electric V 

Promote accessibility and equity 
Support the economy 
Support local communities 

Portions of the TDP were updated in 2020, including updates to the Policy, Performance, and Vision 
Elements and publication of the new Implementation Element. Key implementation considerations 
include strategic alignment with goals, providing sustainable and reliable funding, developing and 
retaining a skilled workforce, committing to vision zero, identifying and mitigating risks, transforming 
major corridors and hubs, completing transportation networks, expanding transportation infrastructure, 
prioritizing people and freight, enhancing access to opportunity, integrating land use and transportation, 
and protecting natural environments. 

State of Florida Transportation Disadvantaged 2020-21 Coordinated Transportation Operating Data 
Report 
The Florida Transportation Disadvantaged (TD) Plan, created by the Florida Commission for the 
Transportation Disadvantaged (CTD), is legislatively mandated. Each year, the CTD publishes an annual 
operating report that provides an overview of all coordinated transportation services provided by the 
Community Transportation Coordinators (CTCs) in the state. The data in the Annual Operating Report 
(AOR) shows the aggregation of all trips, including total passenger head counts, number of trips and 
miles provided by service types, number of unmet trip requests, revenue, and qualitative data on 
performance and customer service. 

Indian River CTC performed 57,620 trips in 2021, compared to 102,531 trips (2019) and 88,608 trips 
(2020). Total revenue for 2022 is $2.3 million. 

s designated high priority transportation Fl 

The SIS Policy Plan highlights the following objectives: 

Ensure efficient and reliable interregional connectivity; 
Expand transportation options and integrate modes for interregional trips; 

Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Master Plan (2021) 
ehicle Infrastructure Master Plan (EVMP) provides guidance for development of 

electric vehicle (EV) charging stations along the State Highway System. The EVMP establishes a 
framework that supports short- and long-range EV travel, encourages expansion of EV use, and serves 
major evacuation routes within and out of the state. The Plan identifies potential fast charging locations 
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along the state's major highways, including I 

Florida's Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Deployment Plan outlines the framework for instituting funding 

the state's long 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 

-10, I-75, I-95, and I-4, as well as along expressways and 
principal and minor arterials. 

Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Deployment Plan (2022) 

from the National Electric Vehicle Infrastructure (NEVI) program. This five-year Plan is consistent with 
-range planning goals contained in the Florida Transportation Plan (FTP) as well as the 

EVMP. Funding from NEVI will support the rollout of EV charging stations along highway corridors and 
within communities. The goals of this program are to facilitate short- and long-range travel by EVs, 
expand use of EVs in that state, and support evacuation routes. 

The Florida Source Book (2022) 
The FDOT Source Book is a resource guide that provides a compilation of factors affecting the 
measurement of Florida's multimodal transportation systems. The document details the methodologies 
used to develop measures and factors usable for performance measurement for different modes of 
transportation. 

Regional Plans/Programs/Studies 

Treasure Coast 2040 and draft 2045 Regional Long Range Transportation Plan 
The Treasure Coast 2040 Regional Long Range Transportation Plan (RLRTP), adopted in 2017, was 
prepared by the three MPOs that constitute the Treasure Coast, including Martin County MPO, St. Lucie 
County MPO, and Indian River County MPO, as well as the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), 
and advised by the Treasure Coast Transportation Council (TCTC). The plan provides a framework for 
coordinating transportation planning activities and provide mechanisms for the MPOS to jointly pursue 
federal and state funding for priority transportation projects with regional impact. 

The major objectives contained in the 2040 RLRTP include: 

The provision for a safe, connected, and efficient multimodal system to support regional 
movement of people and goods; 
Support for targeted regional investments that spur local economic development and preserve 
the existing system; 
Protect regional social and natural environment and minimizing adverse community impacts; 
Coordinate regional planning and decision-making; 
Enhance the quality of life in the Treasure Coast region. 

Twenty regional transportation projects were identified as priority based on the Regional Needs Plan, 
which involve roadway widening, bike lane and sidewalk additions, new interchanges of roadways with 
regional significance. A BRT line from Hobe Sound to Sebastian (along US 1) is anticipated to have impact 
on Indian River County. 
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is Indian River County's strategic plan 

Goline' s Route 15 and the Area 

In 2021, Indian River MPO coordinated with Martin MPO and St. Lucie MPO to develop a scope of 
services and memorandum of understanding for the 2045 Treasure Coast Regional LRTP, an update to 
the 2040 RLRTP which is anticipated to be completed in late 2023. In September of 2023, an initial draft 
of the 2045 RLRTP was presented to the MPO Board and its supportive committees. In this effort, 
several existing regional transit services were identified, including 
Regional Transit (ART) Route 7, both of which serve southern Indian River County and St. Lucie County. 
In addition, the 2045 RLRTP draft identifies future transit needs that impact Indian River County, 
including the identification of transit enhancement needs on US 1 (between Sebastian and Hobe Sound). 

Treasure Coast I-95 Multimodal Master Plan (2020) 
Indian River MPO coordinated with Martin MPO, St. Lucie MPO, and FDOT to develop the Treasure 
Coast I-95 Multimodal Master Plan. I-95 is a 71-mile Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) highway facility 
that connects northern Indian River County to southern Martin County. The plan identifies short- and 
long-term capacity and operational improvements needed to ensure compliance with SIS standards and 
provides recommendations for local governments and FDOT to improve the corridor network. Key 
interchanges considered in the plan include: 

Bridge Road 
SR 76/Kanner Highway 
High Meadows Avenue 
SR 714/Martin Highway 
Becker Road 
Gatlin Boulevard/Tradition Parkway 
Crosstown Parkway 
Midway Road 
SR 70/Okeechobee Road 
SR 68/Orange Avenue 
SR 614/Indrio Road 
CR 606/Oslo Road 
SR 60 
CR 512/Fellsmere Road 

Local Plans/Programs/Studies 

Connecting IRC: Indian River County 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan (2021) 
Connecting IRC . The plan provides guidance to the Indian River 
MPO for identifying key multimodal transportation needs and prioritizing multimodal transportation 
improvements to address expanding mobility needs and travel options as well as improving safety, 
quality of life, and economic vitality of Indian River County. Connecting IRC identifies goals, objectives, 
performance targets, and performance reports relevant to support federally-required transportation 
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• 
are consistent with the MPO's Transit Development Plan 

• 

• 

• 

• 

plans and activities. The overarching goals contained in Connecting IRC include providing an efficient 
and responsive transportation system, enhancing mobility and freight, support alternative 
transportation modes, and design a safe transportation system that protects natural and social systems. 

Key themes from plan include: 

Safe, efficient system in order and track transit safety measures including preventable accident 
rates 

o Adoption of FDOT statewide HSIP safety performance measures 
o Adoption of target zero for safety performance measures 

Infrastructure performance measures 
o Bridge, pavement, system performance 

Promote alternative modes of mobility and ensure that capital and operational improvements 
(TDP) 

Growing recognition of freight mobility and inclusion of freight issues and needs in 
transportation plans 

Connecting IRC provides an estimate of the total projected revenues for the forecast period 2025-2045 
at $732 million for roadway capacity projects, $179 million for roadway operations and maintenance, 
$192 million for transit with an estimate of total projected revenue at $1.07 billion from federal and 
state funding, product support funds, and local revenue generation. 

A roadway needs assessment determined the following needed improvements: 

New or modified interchanges at I-95 at Oslo Road, I-95 at 53rd Street, CR 510 at US 1/SR 5, and 
26th Street/Aviation Blvd at US 1/SR 5. 
Lane widening at CR 512 at Willow Street and I-95, CR 510 at CR 512, 87th Street, 82nd Avenue, 
and 58th Avenue; 66th Avenue at 49th Street, 69th Street, 81st Street, and CR 510; 26th 

Street/Aviation Blvd at 88th Avenue, 43rd Avenue; 43rd Avenues at St. Lucie County Line and Oslo 
Road, Roseland Road and CR 512; 27th Avenue and St. Lucie County Line; SR 60 at 43rd Avenue 
Intersection and 18th Street; US 1 and 53rd Street; CR 512 at I-95. 
Lane additions at Aviation Blvd Extension and US 1/SR 5; 53rd Street and 58th Avenue, 66th 

Avenue, and 82nd Avenue, 74th Avenue at Oslo Road; 69th Street at 82nd Avenue; 17th Street SW 
at 27th Avenue; 21st Street SW at 27th Avenue; St. John Heritage Park Extension at CR 512; 13th 

Street SW at 27th Avenue; Fellsmere N-S Rd 2 at 12th Street; 98th Avenue at 12th Street; Fellsmere 
N-S Rd 1 at CR 512; 4th Street at 66th Avenue; 25th Street SW at 27th Avenue; 26th Street at 82nd 

Avenue; 58th Avenue at Oslo Road; 12th Street at 74 Avenue; 82nd Avenue at 26th Street, 69th 

Street, and CR 510; 5th Street SW at 20th Avenue and 11th Square SW. 

Public engagement was held to identify needs and priorities of communities. Key themes from the 
engagement include the significant of the relationship between land use and transportation, impacts of 
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Resource Association (SRA) who is the county's Community Transport 

River County's latest amendment of the current TDSP was completed in May 2021 and addresses 

Indian River County's TD pop 

year TDSP guides Indian River's TD program and includes components such as the Development 

and/or disabled populations, which are estimated at 64,666 (43.4%) of the county's total population . 

• 
• 

emerging transportation technologies, bicycle/pedestrian infrastructure and safety, and providing of a 
variety of transportation options for the community. 

Indian River County Transit Development Plan FYs 2019-2028 Major Update 
The Indian River County Transit Development Plan (TDP) 2019-2028 Major Update is a strategic 
assessment and planning document for the GoLine transit service required by FDOT to receive funding. 
The TDP is an evolving document that provides a framework for guidance over a ten-year period that 
provides a plan for transit and mobility needs, cost and revenue projections, and community transit 
goals, objectives, and policies. Major updates to this plan are conducted every five years, with a minor 
annual update done yearly. 

Objectives include: 

Increasing transit ridership from 1 million riders in 2015 to more than 1.5 million riders by 2025; 
Achieve on-time performance of 95% or better; 
Apply quantitative analyses to demonstrate cost effectiveness of GoLine services; 
Implement and continue regional coordination and public involvement in all aspects of 
transportation planning; 
Ensure accessibility at all transit facilities; 
Ensure that transit-friendly and transit-supportive development is encouraged and codified. 

Indian River County Transportation Disadvantaged Service Plan FY 2019/20 2023/24 
The Indian River County Transportation Disadvantaged Service Plan (TDSP) 2019-2028 is a federally 
required strategic assessment and planning document that is updated annually by the Indian River 
County MPO, who is the Designated Official Planning Agency (DOPA), in coordination with the Senior 

ation Coordinator (CTC). 

the five-year planning period of FYs 2019/20 2023/24. The SRA coordinates transportation service for 
ulations, including door-to-door paratransit and fixed-route bus service. 

The five-
Plan, Service Plan, Quality Assurance Plan, and Cost/Revenue Allocations and Fare Justification. 

The TDSP defines eligible transportation disadvantaged as those that are from low-income, senior, 

Indian 

The TD population is expected to increase by 9 percent by 2023. The plan addresses key priorities, 
including considerations to funding and efficiency, coordination, service effectiveness, and accessibility. 
Major goals and objectives are described below. 

Efficiently and effectively, serve the mobility needs of the TD population in Indian River County. 
Efficiently and effectively, coordinate existing and planned transit service for the TD 
populations. 
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• 

95 is the county's top Strategic lntermodal 

Provide safe, reliable, timely, and courteous transportation services. 
Encourage land use development patterns that support transportation services for a more cost-
effective and efficient transportation system. 
Improve pedestrian access to multimodal transportation options. 

The Indian River County MPO Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) FY 2022/23 FY 2026/27 
The Indian River County MPO Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) FY 2022/23 FY 2026/27 
outlines a five-year program of multi-modal capital and noncapital surface transportation improvement 
projects eligible for funding under Title 23 U.S.C. and Title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53. Projects include 
roadway capacity building; transportation operations, maintenance, and safety; transit and 
transportation disadvantaged services; bicycle, pedestrian, trail, and enhancement activities; aviation; 
and transportation planning studies. 

The TIP identifies major goals and projects in the 2022/23 2026/27 plan: 

Consistency with other transportation plans in the MPO area. 
Priority roadway improvement projects including redesign of interchanges, new roadway 
construction, and roadway widening, intersection improvements, bridge replacements, and 
resurfacing projects along various roadways including I-95, CR 510, Oslo Road, US 1, 82nd Ave, 
Indian River Blvd., SR 60, 66th Ave, and others. 
Transportation disadvantaged planning. 
Management and monitoring systems, including pavement management, bridge, highway 
safety, public transportation, intermodal, and traffic monitoring management systems. 
Continue implementation of the Treasure Coast Transportation Systems Management and 
Operation Master Plan to enhance existing infrastructure, improve coordination between 
transportation operations, improve incident management response times, improve travel time 
reliability, and improve traffic flow through work zones. 

Indian River County 2022 Priority Projects Report 
The Indian River County MPO submits priority projects for each year to FDOT to be considered for 
funding. The report contains all priority projects for highways, congestion management processes, 
transportation alternatives, transit, and airport. 

The highway priority projects are developed in concert with the Indian River LRTP, local 
government comprehensive plans and guided by input provided by citizens, technical experts, 
and elected officials. The Oslo Road Interchange at I-
System (SIS) project. The report lists the 66th Ave widening project as the primary candidate to 
receive TRIP funding to support. Other highway projects include various road widenings and/or 
intersection improvements along CR 510, Oslo Road, US 1, 82nd Ave, and Aviation Blvd. 
Priority Congestion Management Process (CMP) projects include intersection improvements at 
Indian River Blvd (SR 60), including adding turn lanes and replacing traffic signals. 
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• 

• The MPO's Priority Transit Projects 

Out of Goline's 15 fixed route lines, eight were considered for electric shuttle vans (rou 

• 
• 
• 
• 

One Transportation Alterative project was submitted, which proposes an extension of the Trans-
Florida Central Railroad Trail as a paved trail from St. Sebastian River State Park to Broadway 
Street. 

for 2022 include expanding weekday operating hours, 
expanding Saturday operating hours, construction of the North County Hub, initiating Sunday 
operating hours, and constructing shelters and benches. 

GoLine Transit Electrification Route Modeling Analysis 
In 2017, CALSTART performed a route modeling analysis and environmental benefit analysis for the 
Senior Resource Association (SRA) to assess impacts of transitioning the transit fleet to battery electric 
vehicles, including battery electric buses and shuttle vans. The analysis considers bus selection, bus 
battery capacity (kWH0, bus mileage/charge, energy consumption estimates, energy regeneration, and 
trip distance. 

tes 1, 3, 5, 7, 12 
15) and six were considered for electric transit buses (routes 2, 4, 6, 8 10). Route 11 was not included 

in this analysis. 

CALSTART also performed an emissions assessment; if GoLine were to be fully transitioned to a zero-
emission electric fleet, this would result in over 13.6 million kilograms (kg) of CO2 savings as well as an 
estimated 69% in fuel costs and 47% maintenance costs savings over the life cycle of the vehicles. 

Local Comprehensive Plans 

Indian River County 2030 Comprehensive Plan 
The Indian River County 2030 Comprehensive Plan provides guidance and planning for land use 
decisions, preservation of transportation infrastructure, and transportation improvements. The latest 
updates to the Plan were completed in September 2019. 

Indian River County will work with government agencies to ensure a safe, efficient, and accessible 
transportation system that supports mobility for residents and visitors while maintaining choice for a 
variety of travel modes. The County will coordinate with government agencies to provide efficient and 
accessible public transportation through 2030; maintain a fixed transit system and establish land use 
guidelines to ensure accessibility to public transit. 

Key takeaways from the comprehensive plan include that Indian River County will: 

Ensure that the traffic circulation system will operate at or above minimum service levels; 
Adopt transportation capital improvement program, which is updated annually; 
Rank proposed roadway projects in order of priority; 
Require submission of a traffic impact study for all projects projected to generate 400+ average 
daily trips; 
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• Adopt MPO's Congestion Management Process Plan to recognize that the MPO is responsible 
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• 
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• 

service "D" or above; 

Maintain traffic impact fees and update fee schedule every five years; 
Will consider imposing part of all of the one to five cent local option gas tax; 

for conducting an annual congestion management system analysis; 
Conduct traffic count data on all thoroughfare roads on annual basis; 
Establish design standards through land development regulations; 
Acknowledge that the MPO Long Range Transportation Plan is the means of maintaining level of 
service and mobility in Indian River County; 
Reduce crash and fatality rates by per vehicle miles traveled by at least 1 percent each year; 
Acquires right-of-way for all county collector and arterial roads and all mass transit corridors 
within the urban area; 
Ensure that by 2030, 80% of roadways in Indian River County will operate at Bike/Ped levels of 

Ensure that all transportation requirements, procedures, and improvements are coordinated 
with government entities and will establish two new formal coordination agreements with 
adjacent local governments; 
Implement job-housing balance between .8 and 1.2 and work to restrict urban sprawl, limit strip 
commercial development, promote infill, promote public transportation, and encourage higher 
intensity uses along major corridors; 
Maintain that all future county aviation and intermodal facility expansion will be developed in a 
manner consistent with existing and future land use; 
Cap the total number of vehicle miles traveled in Indian River County at an increase by no more 
than the rate of growth of the overall county population. 

City of Fellsmere Comprehensive Plan (2019) 
The City of Fellsmere Comprehensive Plan contains policies concerning land uses, transportation, and 
other planning concerns for the city. The plan contains goals, objectives, and policies to shape planning 
efforts within the city and those coordinated with other local, regional, and state entities. 

Key objectives in the plan related to transportation and land use include the following: 

Ensure that an integrated, safe, convenient, and efficient multi-model transportation system is 
developed and maintained that supports mobility and accessibility to move people and goods in 
accordance with land use, environmental protections goals, and economic development. 
Coordinate land uses, traffic circulation, and transit planning with efficiency, population 
densities, housing and employment patterns, land uses, and minimization of greenhouse gas 
emissions (GHGs). 
The city intends to reduce GHGs through implementation of strategies such as complete streets, 
dense grid systems, mandated interconnections between developments, alternative funding 
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• 

o the city's vision for 

being of the City. This plan contains the City's long 

• The city's growth will incorporate resource management principles 

sources to support and expand transit service, mixed use development, co-location of 
transportation dependent industries and transportation facilities, and residential and 
commercial development clustering. 
Coordination of transportation system services with the MPO and Indian River County. 
Support provision of efficient public transit services based on existed and proposed major trip 
generators and attractors, land uses, and accommodation for transportation disadvantaged. 
Implement a traffic circulation system that protects neighborhoods and ensure that the 
multimodal transportation system protects environmentally-sensitive areas, conserves natural 
resources, and promotes community aesthetic values. 

City of Vero Beach Comprehensive Plan (2018) 
The City of Vero Beach released its latest comprehensive plan in 2018, which contains the goals, 
objectives, and policies of the plan. Key objectives regarding land use and transportation include: 

Vero Beach plans to manage future development to maintain the small-town character of the 
community while protecting its natural resources by managing urban sprawl. 

Walkable communities and mixed-use development will be used to protect the surrounding 
natural resources from urban sprawl. 

Vero Beach aims to provide a safe, efficient, and financially feasible transportation system that 
will provide mobility for all residents and visitors by ensuring that the highway system 
surrounding the area is coordinated with new development as depicted on the Future Land Use 
Map. 
The city plans to provide multi-modal transportation in a manner that is consistent with existing 
and future land uses. This includes transportation modes such as bicycles and walking paths as 
well as investigating the potential of a passenger rail service in Vero Beach. 
The transportation system will protect environmentally sensitive areas, conserve energy and 
natural resources, and maintain community aesthetic values. This will be done by minimizing 
soil erosion and providing trees along roadways to act as sound buffers. 

City of Sebastian Comprehensive Plan 2040 
The City of Sebastian Comprehensive Plan 2040 provides an approach t 
redevelopment, growth, and well- -term vision 
through planning horizon 2040. Key elements related to transportation and land use are summarized 
below. 

Manage future growth in the city using sustainable and smart growth principles to 
accommodate development and future growth by establishing specific land use designations 
that support a variety of land uses and density. 

to ensure safety, welfare, 
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economic stability, and sustainability during the city's growth. During this growth, areas within 

• 

• 

• 

• 
of the natural resources and systems while meeting the residents' social and economic 

• 

• 

• the town's transportation system are compatible 

• Review the town's transportation element on a periodic basis to ensure compatibility with 

the Urban Service Boundary will transition from rural to urban uses in order to keep pace with 
the growth. 
Provide a safe, efficient, and convenient transportation system for multiple modes of travel 
within the city while increasing infrastructure for non-motorized modes of transportation to 
provide a safe and efficient multi-modal system and to reduce the need for individual motor 
vehicle travel. 
Emphasize safety for all modes of transportation to ensure that the entire transportation system 
is safe for all users by designing roadways that promote a multi-modal use and lowering the 
speed in areas where the desired speed is less than the posted limit. 
Utilize transportation system management principles to maximize the efficiency of existing 
transportation systems while reducing emissions and the need for increased lanes using multi-
modal roadways that promote alternative modes of transportation besides motor vehicles. 

Town of Orchid Comprehensive Plan (2020) 
In 2020, the Town of Orchid updated its comprehensive plan and refreshed its goals, objectives, and 
policies. Key objectives in the plan related to transportation and land use include the following: 

Manage growth through 2027 and 2035 in a manner that is consistent with the capabilities 

needs by ensuring that development orders are not issued unless the development is 
compatible with the physical constraints of the land. 
Protect the natural and historic resources in the town by designating areas that are 
protected from development. 
Provide a safe transportation system that meets the needs of motorized and non-motorized 
transportation modes by ensuring that adequate signage and roadway maintenance is 
provided. The city will also support the county in the development of a continuous 
pedestrian/bicycle system. 
Ensure that all development proposals for 
with future land uses in order to improve traffic circulation throughout the town by 
amending the levels-of-service on specific roads when needed. 

the FDOT 5 Year Plan in order to ensure that new standards are implemented as quickly as 
possible when necessary. 
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• Increased Urbanized Area Formula Grants to $33.5 

• Increased Rural Area Formula Grants to $4.5 billion. 
nation's trans • Funded Capital Investment Grants up to $23 billion. 

• F 
• Allocated $193 million for the Public Transportation 

• $5.6 billion for Low 
• Supported technical assistance. accessibility, 

• New funding to support electric vehicle (EV) adoption. 
• Invested 

Florida's transportation system: 
state' s transportation future over a SO • Safety and security. 

• High 
• Preserve the natural environment. 
• Enhance mobility. 
• Promote accessibility and equity. 
• Support th 
• Support local communities. 

Table 4-1: Situational Appraisal 

Federal 

State 

Plan/Program/Study 
Reviewed 
Bipartisan 
Infrastructure Law 

Inflation Reduction 
Act 

Florida 
Transportation Plan 
(FTP) 

Latest 
Update 
2022 

2022 

2020 

Responsible 
Agency 
USDOT 

USDOT 

FDOT 

Overview 

The Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL) 
makes funding available for local 
governments to modernize the 

portation infrastructure, 
with more than $65 billion for 
infrastructure investment. 

The Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) 
targets investments to decarbonize the 
transportation sector.

The FTP, updated every five years, 
provides a framework to guide the 

-
year planning horizon. The Florida 
Department of Transportation (FDOT) 
provides guidance to entities involved 
in transportation planning and 
management, including state, regional, 
and local organizations. The FTP also 
plans how and where the state will 
allocate transportation funding. 

Key Considerations 

billion. 

unded State of Good Repair up to $23.1 billion. 

Innovation Program. 
-No grants 

transportation planning, and enhanced mobility for 
seniors and individuals with disabilities. 

 $1 billion to transition to cleaner heavy-duty 
vehicles. 

The FTP has identified seven overarching goals for 

-quality, resilient infrastructure. 

e economy. 

Florida 
Transportation 

2021 CTD The Florida Transportation 
Disadvantaged (TD) Plan, created by 

The data shows the aggregation of all trips, including 
total passenger head counts, number of trips and miles 
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Florida's Strategic Florida's SIS Policy Plan creates the 
• Ensure efficient and reliable interregional connectivity. 

Florida' s Strategic lntermodal System • Expand transportation options and integrate modes for 

• Develop transportation systems that support Florida' s 
state's 

Florida's EVMP provides guidance for 

locations along the state's major highways, including 

out Florida's EV charging network. 

Disadvantaged 2020-
21 Coordinated 
Transportation 
Operating Data 
Report 

Intermodal System 
(SIS) Policy Plan 

Electric Vehicle 
Infrastructure Master 
Plan (EVMP) 

Electric Vehicle 
Infrastructure 
Deployment Plan 

2016 

2021 

2022 

FDOT 

FDOT 

FDOT 

the Florida Commission for the 
Transportation Disadvantaged (CTD), is 
legislatively mandated. Each year, the 
CTD publishes an annual operating 
report that provides an overview of all 
coordinated transportation services 
provided by the Community 
Transportation Coordinators (CTCs) in 
the state. 

policy framework for managing 

(SIS), which include designated high 
priority transportation facilities that 
contribute significantly to the 
economy. 

development of electric vehicle (EV) 
charging stations along the State 
Highway System. 

Five-year plan to implement funding 
from the National Electric Vehicle 
Infrastructure (NEVI) Program to build 

provided by service types, number of unmet trip 
requests, revenue, and qualitative data on performance 
and customer service. 

Indian River CTC performed 57,620 trips in 2021, 
compared to 102,531 trips (2019) and 88,608 trips 
(2020). Total revenue for 2022 is $2.3 million. 

The SIS Policy Plan highlights the following objectives: 

interregional trips. 

economic development and growth. 

The EVMP establishes a framework that supports short-
and long-range EV travel, encourages expansion of EV 
use, and serves major evacuation routes within and out 
of the state. The Plan identifies potential fast charging 

I-10, 
I-75, I-95, and I-4, as well as along expressways and 
principal and minor arterials. 
Funding from NEVI will support the rollout of EV charging 
stations along highway corridors and within communities. 
The goals of this program are to: 

- Facilitate short- and long-range travel by EVs. 
- Expand use of EVs in that state 
- Support evacuation routes. 

The FDOT Source 
Book 

2022 FDOT The FDOT Source Book is a resource 
guide that provides a compilation of 

The FDOT Source Book is particularly useful for transit 
agencies and includes a number of insightful 
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• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• The p 

• Support for targeted regional investments that spur 

• Protect regional social a 

• Coordinate regional planning and decision 
• Enhance the quality of life in the Treasure Coast region. 

Go 

factors affecting the measurement of 
Florida's multimodal transportation 
systems. The document details the 
methodologies used to develop 
measures and factors usable for 
performance measurement for 
different modes of transportation. 

methodologies FDOT utilizes for developing transit 
system performance measurement, including calculation 
methodologies for: 

Transit Passenger Trips 
Transit Revenue Miles between Failures 
Transit Weekday Span of Service 
Resident Access to Transit 
Transit Passenger Trips per Revenue Mile 

Regional Treasure Coast 2040 
Regional Long Range 
Transportation Plan 
(LRTP) 

2017 Indian River 
MPO; 
Martin 
County 
MPO; St. 
Lucie 
County 
MPO; FDOT 

The Treasure Coast 2040 RLRTP 
provides a framework for coordinating 
transportation planning activities and 
provide mechanisms for the MPOS to 
jointly pursue federal and state 
funding for priority transportation 
projects with regional impact. 

The major objectives include: 
rovision for a safe, connected, and efficient 

multimodal system to support regional movement of 
people and goods. 

local economic development and preserve the existing 
system. 

nd natural environment and 
minimizing adverse community impacts. 

-making. 

20 regional transportation projects were identified as 
priority based on the Regional Needs Plan, which involve 
roadway widening, bike lane and sidewalk additions, new 
interchanges of roadways with regional significance. 
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• 

• 

• Protect the region's natural and social environment while 

• 

• 

• Bridge Road 
• SR 76/Kanner Highway 
• High Meadows Avenue 
• SR 
• Becker Road 
• Gatlin Boulevard/Tradition Parkway 
• Crosstown Parkway 
• Midway Road 
• SR 70/Okeechobee Road 
• SR 68/Orange Avenue 
•SR 614/lndrio Road 

Treasure Coast 2045 
Regional Long 
Range 
Transportation Plan 
(LRTP) 

2023 
(note: 
this 
section 
includes 
a 
review 
of a 
draft 
Sep. 
2023 
RLRTP) 

Indian River 
MPO; 
Martin 
County 
MPO; St. 
Lucie County 
MPO; FDOT 

The 2045 RLRTP offers a vision for the 
regional multimodal transportation 
network that considers the demand of 
roadway, transit, freight, bicycle, and 
pedestrian facility needs. This plan 
focuses on regional priority projects 
and offers a framework for maintaining 
and improving the current 
transportation systems in the three-
county region. 

The five goals of the 2045 RLRTP include: 
Provide a safe, connected, & efficient multimodal 
transportation system for the regional movement of 
people and goods. 
Support economic prosperity through targeted, equitable 
regional transportation improvements that preserve the 
existing system, while expanding modal options. 

minimizing adverse impacts. 
Conduct coordinated regional planning and decision-
making that improves transportation options for the 
region. 
Protect and enhance the unique quality of life in the 
Treasure Coast region. 

In the draft 2045 LRTP, the GoLine Route 15 is identified as a 
transit route with regional impact. In addition, the draft 2045 
RLRTP identifies transit enhancements on US 1 (from Hobe 
Sound to Sebastian) as a regional transit need that impacts 
Indian River County. 

Treasure Coast I-95 
Multimodal Master 
Plan 

2020 Indian River 
MPO; 
Martin 
County 
MPO; St. 
Lucie County 
MPO 

Indian River MPO coordinated with 
Martin MPO, St. Lucie MPO, and FDOT 
to develop the Treasure Coast I-95 
Multimodal Master Plan. The plan 
identifies short- and long-term capacity 
and operational improvements needed 
to ensure compliance with SIS 
standards and provides 
recommendations for local 
governments and FDOT to improve the 
corridor network 

Key interchanges considered in the plan include: 

714/Martin Highway 
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--s-~_ DRAFT 
• CR 606/Oslo Road 
• SR 60 

• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

• 

The "Bus Plus" plan outlines the following alternatives that 
"Bus Plus" 

aunty's residents, employees, and 
29 "Bus Plus" • 

• 
-

Go 

Comprehensive 
Economic 
Development 
Strategy (CEDS) 
2022-2027 

2022 Treasure 
Coast 
Regional 
Planning 
Council 
(TCRPC) 

The TCRPC working with its member 
local governments, businesses, 
nonprofits, and community leaders, 
has developed this CEDS Plan to help 
the Region achieve long-term 
economic sustainability and regional 
competitiveness. 

Regional Priorities and Values Identified in CEDS Plan include: 
Promoting Healthy, Safe Neighborhoods 
Providing Action-Oriented Local Governments 
Encouraging Collaboration and Sustainable Investment 
Advancing Thoughtful, Well-Planned Growth & 
Development 
Providing Safe, Reliable, and Efficient Transportation 
Options 
Expanding Housing Choices for All Citizens 
Empowering an Informed, Self-Reliant Citizenry 
Supporting Entrepreneurship 
Aligning Policies and Funding Opportunities 
Ensuring Policy Decisions are Predictable, Fair, and 
Forward-Looking 
Expanding Broadband to Provide Equitable Access for All 
Users 
Encouraging Career Training and Educational 
Opportunities 

St. Lucie County 
2020-29 
Transit 
Development Plan 
(TDP) 

2019 St. Lucie 
County 

This TDP sets out a 10-year program of 
improvements to serve the public 
transportation needs of St. Lucie 
C 
visitors. In the FY 2020-
TDP, the transit agency defines needs, 
develops alternatives, and makes 
recommendations to address those 
needs using a flexible approach. 

may impact transit service availability in neighboring Indian 
River County (IRC): 
1. Status Quo Plan (Funded): 

Maintain existing service (including Route 7 that 
serves the southern portion of IRC) 

2. Opportunity Plus Plan (Unfunded): 
Expand Weekday Service Span for Route 7 
(Route 7 currently operates from 7:00 a.m. 
6:00 p.m., expansion would be for 6:00 a.m. to 
8:00 p.m.) 
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• Safe, efficient system in order and track transit safety 

• Infrastructure performance measures 

• Promote alternative modes of mobility and ensure that 

MPO's Transit Development Plan. 
• Growing recognition of freight mobility and inclusion of 

• Identification of improvements, including new or 

• Increasing transit ridership from 1 million riders in 2015 to 

•Achieve on 

Go 

Local 

Space Coast Area 
Transit FY 2023-32 
Transit 
Development Plan 
(TDP) 

Connecting TRC: 
Indian River County 
2045 Long Range 
Transportation Plan 
(LRTP) 

2022 

2021 

Brevard 
County 

Indian River 
MPO 

This TDP sets out a 10-year program of 
improvements to serve the public 
transportation needs of Brevard 
County residents, employees, and 
visitors. The TDP examines baseline 
conditions, existing transit service, 
public input, existing and projected 
demand, transit alternatives 
development and assessment, and a 
financial and implementation plan for 
prioritized alternatives. 

The LRTP provides guidance to the 
Indian River MPO for identifying key 
multimodal transportation needs and 
prioritizing multimodal transportation 
improvements to address expanding 
mobility needs and travel options as 
well as improving safety, quality of life, 
and economic vitality of Indian River 
County. 

The Space Coast Area Transit FY 2023-32 identifies one 
improvement that would impact transit accessibility in Indian 
River County: 

1. Implement Mobility-on-Demand (MOD) service in the 
Micco/Barefoot Bay area. This MOD service would 
include a regional connection to the Sebastian area. This 
alternative is currently an unfunded need. 

Key themes from LRTP include: 

measures including preventable accident rates. 
- Adoption of FDOT statewide HSIP safety performance 
measures. 
- Adoption of target zero for safety performance measures. 

- Bridge, pavement, system performance 

capital and operational improvements are consistent with the 

freight issues and needs in transportation plans. 
modified 

interchanges, lane widening, and land additions 
Indian River County 
Transit 
Development Plan 

2019 Indian River 
MPO -
GoLine 

The TDP is an evolving document that 
provides a framework for guidance 
over a ten-year period that provides a 
plan for transit and mobility needs, 

Objectives include: 

more than 1.5 million riders by 2025; 
-time performance of 95% or better; 
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• Apply quantitative analyses to demonstrate cost 
-

• Implement and 

• Ensure accessibility at all transit facilities; 
• Ensure that transit 

Indian River County's latest 
• Efficiently and effectively serve the mobility needs of the TD 

• Efficiently and effectively coordinate existing and planned 
-

• Provide safe, re 

• Encourage land use development patterns that support 

• Improve pedestrian access to multimodal transportation 

-

• Consistency with other transportation plans in the MPO 

• Priority roadway improvement projects including redesign of 
-

• Transpor 

Go 

(TDP) FY 2019-2028 
Major Update 

The Indian River 
County 
Transportation 
Disadvantaged 
Service Plan (TDSP) 
2019-2028 

2019 Indian River 
MPO 

cost and revenue projections, and 
community transit goals, objectives, 
and policies. Major updates to this 
plan are conducted every five years, 
with a minor annual update done 
yearly. 

amendment of the current TDSP was 
completed in May 2021 and addresses 
the five-year planning period of FYs 
2019/20  2023/24. 

effectiveness of GoLine services; 
continue regional coordination and public 

involvement in all aspects of transportation planning; 

-friendly and transit-supportive 
development is encouraged and codified. 
Major goals and objectives include: 

population in Indian River County. 

transit service for the TD populations. 
liable, timely, and courteous transportation 

services. 

transportation services for a more cost-effective and efficient 
transportation system. 

options. 
The Indian River 2022 Indian River The TIP outlines a five-year program of Major goals and projects in the 2022/23 2026/27 TIP 
County MPO MPO multi-modal capital and noncapital include: 
Transportation surface transportation improvement 
Improvement projects eligible for funding under Title area. 
Program (TIP) FY 23 U.S.C. and Title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 
2022/23 FY 53. Projects include roadway capacity interchanges, new roadway construction, and roadway 
2026/27 building; transportation operations, 

maintenance, and safety; transit and 
transportation disadvantaged services; 
bicycle, pedestrian, trail, and 
enhancement activities; aviation; and 
transportation planning studies. 

widening, intersection improvements, bridge replacements, 
and resurfacing projects along various roadways including I-
95, CR 510, Oslo Road, US 1, 82nd Ave, Indian River Blvd., SR 
60, 66th Ave, and others. 

tation disadvantaged planning. 
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• Management and monitoring systems, including pavement 

• Continue implementation of the Treasure Coast 

• Roadway improvements at the Oslo Road 

• Road widenings and/or intersection improvements along CR 

• Intersection improvements at Indian River Blvd (SR 60), 

• Exten 

• The MPO's Priority Transit Projects for 2022 including 

Out of Goline's 15 fixed route lines, eight were considered for 
-

-

• Traffic circulation system will operate at or above minimum 

• Adopt the transportation capital improvement p 

Go 

Indian River County 
2022 Priority 
Projects Report 

GoLine Transit 
Electrification Route 
Modeling Analysis 

2022 

2017 

Indian River 
MPO 

GoLine 

The Indian River County MPO submits 
priority projects for each year to FDOT 
to be considered for funding. The 
report contains all priority projects for 
highways, congestion management 
processes, transportation alternatives, 
transit, and airport. 

CALSTART performed a route modeling 
analysis and environmental benefit 
analysis for the Senior Resource 
Association (SRA) to assess impacts of 
transitioning the transit fleet to battery 
electric vehicles, including battery 
electric buses and shuttle vans. 

management, bridge, highway safety, public transportation, 
intermodal, and traffic monitoring management systems. 

Transportation Systems Management and Operation Master 
Plan. 
Priority investments for 2022 include: 

Interchange at I-
95. 

510, Oslo Road, US 1, 82nd Ave, and Aviation Blvd. 

including adding turn lanes and replacing traffic signals. 
sion of the Trans-Florida Central Railroad Trail as a 

paved trail from St. Sebastian River State Park to Broadway 
Street. 

expanding weekday operating hours, expanding Saturday 
operating hours, construction of the North County Hub, 
initiating Sunday operating hours, and constructing shelters 
and benches. 

electric shuttle vans (routes 1, 3, 5, 7, 12 15) and six were 
considered for electric transit buses (routes 2, 4, 6, 8  10). 
Route 11 was not included in this analysis. 

Indian River County 
2030 

Sep. 
2019 

Indian River 
County 

The plan provides guidance and 
planning for land use decisions, 
preservation of transportation 

service levels. 
rogram. 
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• Require submission of a traffic impact study for all projects 

• Maintain traffic impact fees and update fee schedule every 

• Consider imposing part of all of the one to five cent local 

• Adopt MPO's Congestion Management Process Plan . 
• Conduct traffic count data on all thoroughfare roads on 

• Establish design standards through land development 

• Reduce crash and fatality rates by per 

• Acquires right 

• Ensure that by 2030, 80% of roadways in Indian River County 
Bike/Ped levels of service "D" or above. 

• Implement job 
• Cap the total number of vehicle miles traveled in Indian 

• 
• 
• 

City's future growth goals, provide • 
• 

Comprehensive Plan infrastructure, and transportation 
improvements. projected to generate 400+ average daily trips. 

five years. 

option gas tax. 

annual basis. 

regulations. 
vehicle miles traveled 

by at least 1 percent each year. 
-of-way for all county collector and arterial 

roads and all mass transit corridors within the urban area. 

will operate at 
-housing balance between .8 and 1.2. 

River County at an increase by no more than the rate of 
growth of the overall county population. 

CR 512 Corridor 2023 Florida FDOT initiated a study of the CR 512 The study, which is due to be completed in September 2023, 
Study Department 

of 
Transportati 
on (FDOT) 

corridor within the City of Fellsmere in 
2023. The stated vision is that the CR 
512 corridor will provide safe 
multimodal travel options that serve 
the 
access to new and planned 
development, preserve the small-town 
character of Fellsmere, and is resilient 
to extreme weather. 

will address several corridor improvement needs including: 
Mobility 
Access 
Community Character 
Safety 
Resilience & Sustainability 
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Opportunity's (FDEO) Competitive 

• Ensure that 

• Coordinate land uses, traffic circulation, and transit 

• Reduce GHGs through implementation of strategies 

• Support provision of efficient public transit services 

• Implement a traffic circulation system that protects 

City of Fellsmere 
Economic 
Development and 
Resiliency Plan 

2022 City of 
Fellsmere 

In 2021, the City of Fellsmere was 
awarded funding from the Florida 
Department of Economic 

Florida Partnership (CFP) program to 
create an economic development and 
resiliency plan to facilitate the positive 
and resilient economic growth of the 
City. 

The City hired the Treasure Coast Regional Planning 
Council (TCRPC) for public outreach and to complete the 
plan.  An extensive list of findings and policy suggestions 
for the following areas were provided in the final plan, 
including: Resiliency, Capacity Building, Education and 
Workforce Training, Partnerships, Marketing, Business 
Assistance, Business Attraction, Incentives, Infrastructure, 
and Housing 

City of Fellsmere 
Comprehensive Plan 

2019 City of 
Fellsmere 

The Plan contains policies concerning 
land uses, transportation, and other 
planning concerns for the city. The 
plan contains goals, objectives, and 
policies to shape planning efforts 
within the city and those coordinated 
with other local, regional, and state 
entities. 

an integrated, safe, convenient, and 
efficient multi-model transportation system is developed 
and maintained. 

planning with efficiency, population densities, housing 
and employment patterns, land uses, and minimization of 
greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs). 

such as complete streets, dense grid systems, mandated 
interconnections between developments, alternative 
funding sources to support and expand transit service, 
mixed use development, co-location of transportation 
dependent industries and transportation facilities, and 
residential and commercial development clustering. 

based on existed and proposed major trip generators and 
attractors, land uses, and accommodation for 
transportation disadvantaged. 

neighborhoods and ensure that the multimodal 
transportation system protects environmentally sensitive 
areas, conserves natural resources, and promotes 
community aesthetic values. 
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• Manage future development. 
• Implement walkable communities and mixed 

• Provide safe, efficient, and financially feasible 

• Provide multi 

• Protect environmentally sensitive areas, conserve 

• Manage future growth in the city using sustainable and 

city's vision for redevelopment, • Incorporate resource management principles to ensure 

plan contains the City's long during the city's growth. 
• Provide a safe, 

• Emphasize safety for all modes of transportation to 

• Utilize transportation system management principles to 

Go 

City of Vero Beach 
Comprehensive Plan 

2018 City of Vero 
Beach 

The City of Vero Beach released its 
latest comprehensive plan in 2018, 
which contains the goals, objectives, 
and policies of the plan. 

-use 
development. 

transportation system. 
-modal options, including transportation 

modes such as bicycles and walking paths as well as 
investigating the potential of a passenger rail service in 
Vero Beach. 

energy and natural resources, and maintain community 
aesthetic values. 

City of Sebastian 
Comprehensive Plan 
2040 

City of 
Sebastian 

The City of Sebastian Comprehensive 
Plan 2040 provides an approach to the 

growth, and well-being of the City. This 
-term 

vision through planning horizon 2040. 

smart growth principles. 

safety, welfare, economic stability, and sustainability 

efficient, and convenient transportation 
system for multiple modes of travel within the city while 
increasing infrastructure for non-motorized modes of 
transportation to provide a safe and efficient multi-modal 
system and to reduce the need for individual motor 
vehicle travel. 

ensure that the entire transportation system is safe for all 
users by designing roadways that promote a multi-modal 
use and lowering the speed in areas where the desired 
speed is less than the posted limit. 

maximize the efficiency of existing transportation systems 
while reducing emissions and the need for increased 
lanes using multi-modal roadways that promote 
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• Manage growth through 2027 and 2035 in a m 

resources and systems while meeting the residents' social 

• Provide a safe transportation system and ensure that 

• Devel 
• Ensure that all development proposals for the town's 

• Review the town's transportation element on a periodic 

Go 

alternative modes of transportation besides motor 
vehicles. 

Town of Orchid 
Comprehensive Plan 

2020 Town of 
Orchid 

In 2020, the Town of Orchid updates 
its comprehensive plan and refreshed 
its goals, objectives, and policies. 

anner 
that is consistent with the capabilities of the natural 

and economic needs. 

adequate signage and roadway maintenance is provided. 
op of a continuous pedestrian/bicycle system. 

transportation system are compatible with future land 
uses. 

basis to ensure compatibility with the FDOT 5 Year Plan. 
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designated by the Florida Commission for Transportation Disadvantaged (CTD) as the County's 

Martin counties. SRA's long 

Organizational Structure 

The GoLine (fixed route) and Community Coach (paratransit) public transportation services are managed 
by the Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). The MPO, which was formed in 
1993, is the legislative agency responsible for transportation planning in the urbanized area of Indian 
River County. The MPO is housed within the Community Development Department, which has a direct 
report function with the County Administrator (see Figure 4-1). 

Both fixed route and paratransit systems are operated by a nonprofit organization, Senior Resource 
Association, Inc. (SRA), under an operating agreement with the County. In addition, the SRA is 

Community Transportation Coordinator (CTC) and is therefore responsible for the provision of all 
paratransit, Transportation Disadvantaged (TD) and demand response service in Indian River County. In 
addition, SRA also provides Advantage Ride transportation services through provider agreements with 
eight individual vendors that include the St. Lucie Council on Aging, ARC of St. Lucie County, the ARC of 
Martin County, and private transportation vendors. Advantage Ride allows the SRA to meet the cross-
county trip demands of eligible Indian River County residents.  Many of the day-to-day operating 
functions of running the GoLine and Community Coach service is conducted by SRA staff (Figure 4-2). 
Coordination with MPO staff is common, particularly on issues regarding routing, on-time-performance, 
and bus stop/bus shelter improvements. 

The SRA is a multi-faceted and complex organization addressing several other social service needs in 
Indian River County including but not limited to adult daycare, meals on wheels, and other care-related 
transportation. SRA currently provides transportation throughout Indian River County and portions of 
St. Lucie County and is the Community Transportation Coordinator (CTC) for both Indian River and 

-term plans include further expansion of the services now provided in St. 
Lucie County and Martin counties to provide seamless, regional transportation throughout portions of 
the Treasure Coast. 

Implications 

The strength of the partnership between Indian River County and the SRA is well exhibited in the current 
success of the GoLine (fixed route) and Community Coach (paratransit) services. This service is highly 
efficient in its overall operations and continues to outperform its peers in Florida and in the Southeast. 
In addition, the ridership gains exhibited pre-and post-COVID demonstrate that the public is answering 
this effective system with their patronage for these services. The current situation has both agencies 
well-positioned to explore service expansion in the next few years. 
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Technology 

GoLine continues to invest in information technology for the benefit and convenience of the transit 
customer. GoLine has recently upgraded to the TransLoc system. TransLoc is a smart phone application 
that provides real-time bus arrival/departure information as shown in Figure 4-3. Using the app, 
customers are able to get real-time information based on route, address, or current location. 

Figure 4-3. GoLine Real-Time Bus Tracker App 

The Senior Resource Association (SRA) schedules paratransit trips utilizing Ecolane software, a system 
that was implemented in 2021. This is a common scheduling software platform for paratransit systems 
across the nation.  It should be noted that many transit agencies use a customized version of their 
Ecolane software to help schedule and deliver microtransit services, which are typically geographically 
based on-demand services that operate where there is no fixed route service. 

Implications 

Indian River County and SRA will continue to review and update technologies that benefit the customer 
and the efficiency of GoLine operations.  A new state procurement agreement for transit technology 
expansion is one avenue that can be explored if technology updates are deemed useful to the current 
system. The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) and the Transit Research Inspection 
Procurement Services (TRIPS) recently (2022) completed the solicitation process of the Advanced Public 
Transportation Systems procurement for Intelligent Transportation Systems and Technology Solutions. 
The purpose of the solicitation is to improve transit safety, service, productivity, and economic benefits 
through technology, allowing transit agencies within the State of Florida to purchase technology 
solutions at the best possible prices. FDOT/TRIPS has established statewide purchasing agreements for 
Intelligent Transportation Systems and Technology Solutions with five vendors: Avail Technologies, CTS 
Software, ETS Transit Systems Inc, GMV Syncromatics, and Strategic Mapping Inc. 
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The MPO's Technical Advisory 

rea's Community Transportation Coordinator 

The Florida Advanced Public Transit System Advisory Committee assisted in identifying components, 
software, and integration products for evaluation and inclusion. A review of agency needs, recent 
projects, and historical data helped determine the product offering. The products available reflect the 
needs identified within the State of Florida. A sampling of products offered includes fare revenue 
reporting, ridership reporting, fare collection/payment solutions, automatic passenger counter, real-
time passenger information system, operational reporting, and incident reporting. Transit agencies 
within the State of Florida now can purchase technology solutions at fair pricing without the need to 
perform individual competitive bids. Additional information including agreements and order forms can 
be found on the TRIPS website (http://tripsflorida.org/apts.html). 

Regional Coordination 

The Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) provides coordination activities at 
the regional level as the designated federal transportation planning agency for the County. The MPO 
Board includes members from Indian River County, Vero Beach, Sebastian, Fellsmere, Indian River 
Shores, Town of Orchid, and the Indian River School Board who represent their individual constituents 
and coordinate with other MPO Board representatives on the development and prioritization of local 
and regional multi-modal transportation activities of mutual interest. 
Committee (TAC) is composed of technically qualified individuals representing the same entities as the 
Board. The principal responsibility of the TAC is to provide technical recommendations to the MPO on 
transportation matters, and actively review all transportation technical studies and reports, work 
programs and transportation improvement programs. 

In addition to the MPO Board and TAC, the MPO also actively manages a Citizens Advisory Committee 
(CAC), which provides the MPO with citizen input regarding transportation-related matters. Currently, 
the composition of CAC membership corresponds to the MPO governing Board membership and 
includes two at-large members representing the Transportation Disadvantaged (TD) and minority 
communities. 

The MPO also manages the Transportation Disadvantaged Local Coordinating Board (LCB). The LCB is a 
16-member board who is responsible for advising, reviewing and approving the programs, funding and 
Transportation Disadvantaged Service Plan (TDSP) of the a 
(CTC). The Senior Resource Association (SRA) is the designated CTC for Indian River County. MPO staff 
manages the LCB process and coordinates with the CTC to ensure that optimal planning, prioritization, 
funding, and performance measurement is performed for the optimal provision of paratransit services 
(including TD and ADA services). 

Indian River County is an active participant in the local regional transportation planning and policy 
efforts with the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council (TCRPC). The TCRPC was created under the 
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Florida Statutes, local (County) funding for RPC's is required. 

Goline's current funding comes from a combination of local, state and federal sources that are allocated 

• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Florida Regional Planning Council Act (State Statute Chapter 186.501). Regional planning councils were 
created primarily to establish a common system for areawide coordination and cooperative activities of 
federal, state and local governments and to enhance the ability and opportunity of local governments to 
resolve issues and problems transcending their individual boundaries. Regional transportation policy 
and associated land development coordination are examples of such planning issues. Besides local 
government voting members, the council includes nonvoting representatives from the designated water 
management district, the Florida Department of Transportation, the Department of Environmental 
Protection, and the Florida Department of Commerce. Indian River County participates in the TCRPC as 
part of an interlocal agreement whereby operating costs of the council are shared with Palm Beach, 
Martin, and St. Lucie counties based on a per capita assessment. Pursuant to Chapter 163.02 of the 

Implications 

The MPO, by managing both public transportation services and the federally designated planning 
process, is well-situated to continue to provide a forum(s) where regional transportation needs can be 
planned, prioritized, and where funding is available, delivered. In addition, the TCRPC provides a forum 
to discuss and learn about important transportation issues that may impact or benefit the County and 
the region. 

Funding 

on an annual basis. 

GoLine utilizes a number of State funding sources for Operating costs, all of which require a local match. 
State sources of Operating funding include: 

FDOT Public Transit Block Grant 
FDOT Service Development Grant 
FDOT Corridor Grant 
FDOT 5310 Operating 
Florida Commission for the Disadvantaged (CTD) Transportation Disadvantaged 

In addition, GoLine receives Operating and Capital funding from the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA), including: 

5307 (annual formula allocation for Operating and Capital) 
5307 CARES Act/CRRSAA/ARP (operating allocation related to COVID-19 pandemic/recovery) 
5311 Rural Areas (annual allocation) 
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• 
• 

The key source of local funding for Goline is from the County's General Fund, a majori 

aunty's land use and development 

5311 CARES Act/CRRSAA (operating allocation related to COVID-19 pandemic/recovery) 
5339 (annual formula allocation for capital) 

State and Federal funds require a local funding match, which varies by funding type and source. 
Typically, local match is higher (up to 50%) for Operating funds from the state or federal government. 

ty of which is 
comprised of Ad Valorem (property) tax revenue. Another, albeit smaller source of local revenue that is 
used for GoLine Services is from advertising revenue. No fare revenue is collected since GoLine is a fare-
free system. 

Implications 

Indian River County continues to demonstrate financial stability by utilizing a variety of available state 
and federal funding programs to fund GoLine services. In the next few years (by FY 2025), all temporary 
FTA operating funding related to the COVID-19 pandemic (CARES/CRRSAA/ARP), will no longer be 
available. In addition, a reduction in FDOT Service Development grant funding is expected as those 
grants reach their three-year ceiling for operating assistance. Overall, these reductions will require the 
County to return to FY 2020 (pre-COVID) levels of local match. In addition, new discretionary grant 
funding from the State (Service Development, Corridor), along with associated local match, will need to 
be considered for any future service increases. 

Transit-Friendly Land Use & Urban Design Efforts 

Transit services are most effective when land uses connected to a fixed route system are higher in 
density and support multiple uses. However, such favorable land uses require a concerted effort by 
local governments. In 2022, the Indian River County MPO completed a Land Use Vision Study that took 
such an approach to maximize land uses for the benefit of public transportation. The purpose of this 
study was to conduct a high-level analysis of the Indian River C 
policies. This land use analysis was used to develop and evaluate future land use scenarios, mostly for 
the rural portions of the County but with key implications for the already developed areas around 
current GoLine transit services. 

After a thorough research, analytic, and public involvement process, the Land Use Visioning Study 
resulted in a number of key visioning principles and recommendations: 

I. Visioning Principles: 
1. Conservation of sensitive environmental lands 
2. Diversity of housing types including affordable options 
3. Infrastructure improvements that provide mobility and multimodal transportation 

options 
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Update the County's New Town ordinances 

• 
• Evaluation and Appraisal (EAR) Study for the County's Comprehensive Plan 

• 
• 

the study's 

study's 

4. Promote a healthy economy 
5. Maintain agriculture 
6. Maintain rural character 

II. Short-Term Simple Changes: 
1. Minimum expansion of flexible uses in agricultural zoning 
2. Implement the Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) recommendations of the Affordable 

Housing Advisory Committee 
3. Allow flexibility in splitting parcels 
4. Encourage infill and redevelopment in areas within the Urban Service Area 
5. Greater coordination among local jurisdictions and FDOT on developing projects of 

mutual interest 
III. Longer-Term Complex Changes: 

1. Expansion of flexible uses in agricultural zoning 
2. 
3. Examine in more detail any future Urban Service Boundary (USB) adjustments 

The Indian River County MPO anticipates completing the following planning processes and potential 
administrative/code changes to adopt, incorporate, and implement the findings and recommendations 
of the Land Use Visioning Study: 

2050 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 

Revision of land use regulations 
EAR and Vision Plan-based Comprehensive Plan Amendments 

Implications 

The Land Use Vision Study is of some importance for the development of the Indian River 2023-32 
Transit Development Plan (TDP). Most importantly, focus on increasing infill and 
redevelopment in the Urban Service Area, generally where existing GoLine fixed route services operate, 
can lead to increases in employment and residential densities that in turn can add to the ridership base 
of that system. In addition, the focus on developing more affordable housing options can 
benefit the ridership base of GoLine if affordable units are built along or close to fixed route transit 
services. 

Transit Safety & State of Good Repair 

Since the passage of the 2018-27 GoLine TDP in 2018, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has 
added two planning and requirements that improve transit safety and state of good repair for agencies 
that utilize FTA funds: 
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0 staff estimates each asset's useful life and date of anticipated replacement and 

Goline's TAM Plan is a dynamic planning document that assists the agency in capital planning and 

1. Transit Asset Management (TAM) rule that came into effect in October 2018. 
2. Public Transportation Agency Safety Plan (PTASP) rule that came into effect on July 19, 2019. 

The following section describes how GoLine incorporates its TAM and PTASP activities into the 
management of its transit assets and programs. 

Transit Asset Management (TAM) Plan 

Transit agencies in the United States are required to develop a Transit Asset Management (TAM) Plan if 
they own, operate, or manage federal capital assets used to provide public transportation that utilizes 
federal financial assistance under 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 as a recipient or subrecipient. TAM is a Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) business model developed to ensure that transit agencies continually 
review the condition of their capital assets to keep them in a State of Good Repair (SGR). TAM Plans 
became a requirement by the FTA in late-2018. At the time of this publication, all TAM Plans must cover 
a four-year planning horizon. 

Indian River County, in partnership with the Senior Resource Association (SRA), began the TAM planning 
process in 2016 by evaluating all rolling stock and capital assets, assessing the condition of the assets, 
identifying financial resources, evaluating existing maintenance and operational plans, and developing a 
capital replacement plan. County Staff currently enters and updates all assets by logging the VIN 
number, mileage, maintenance history, and repair history of all vehicles on an annual basis. In addition, 
the vehicles and equipment are consistently reconciled with existing route characteristics, with 
estimates of future mileage by year forecasted to provide useful estimates of when vehicles may meet 
their useful life benchmarks. A similar process is required and conducted for other capital assets, 
including administrative/maintenance facilities and bus shelters. 

In addition, MP 
identifies the type of equipment that would be needed based on future demand on a route-by-route 
basis. The vehicle replacement program and asset management components were most-recently 
updated in the Transit Development Plan (TDP) 2022 Annual Update. Overall, this process informs the 

TAM plan with the necessary guidance on current assets, condition of those assets, and a financially 
sustainable plan for safe continuous operation of the transit system into the near future. For an 
overview of the most recent Vehicle and Facility Inventories, see Table 4-2 & Table 4-3. 

bolsters County and SRA coordination. It should be noted that the GoLine TAM Plan and process played 
an integral role in future sections of this TDP, including the Goals and Objectives (5.0), Alternatives 
Development & Evaluation (7.0), 10-Year Transit Plan (8.0), and Plan Coordination & Implementation 
(9.0). 
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Table 4-2: Vehicle Inventory 

Asset Class Length 
Passenger 

Seats 
Asset 

Owner 
Acquisition 

Year 
Mileage 

(6/30/22) 
Replace-

ment Cost 
Useful Life 

(Years) 
Useful Life 

(Miles) 
UL Remaining 

(Years) 
UL Remaining 

(Miles) 
Condition 

Assessment 
Service Status 

Replace 
Year 

CU-Cutaway Bus 31 20 IRC 2021 46,680 $ 145,000 7 200,000 6 153,320 New GoLine Active 2028 
CU-Cutaway Bus 31 20 IRC 2021 34,880 $ 145,000 7 200,000 6 165,120 New GoLine Active 2028 
CU-Cutaway Bus 28 20 IRC 2021 47,694 $ 148,000 7 200,000 6 152,306 New GoLine Active 2028 
CU-Cutaway Bus 28 20 IRC 2021 47,462 $ 148,000 7 200,000 6 152,538 New GoLine Active 2028 
CU-Cutaway Bus 
CU-Cutaway Bus 
CU-Cutaway Bus 

28 
20 
31 

20 
12 
20 

IRC 
SRA 
IRC 

2021 
2021 
2019 

77,488 
36,596 

174,369 

$ 148,000 
$ 88,000 
$ 140,000 

7 
5 
7 

200,000 
150,000 
200,000 

6 
4 
4 

122,512 
113,404 

25,631 

New 
New 
Good 

GoLine 
Community Coach 

GoLine 

Active 
Active 
Active 

2028 
2026 
2026 

CU-Cutaway Bus 22 8 SRA 2018 143,582 $ 70,000 5 150,000 1 6,418 Good Community Coach Active 2023 
CU-Cutaway Bus 22 8 SRA 2018 125,384 $ 70,000 5 150,000 1 24,616 Good Community Coach Active 2023 
CU-Cutaway Bus 24 12 SRA 2018 130,235 $ 77,000 5 150,000 1 19,765 Good Community Coach Active 2023 
MV- Minivan 17 5 SRA 2018 38,239 $ 43,000 4 100,000 - 61,761 Good Community Coach Active 2022 
CU-Cutaway Bus 31 20 IRC 2018 223,795 $ 140,000 7 200,000 3 Exceeded Good GoLine Active 2025 
CU-Cutaway Bus 27 16 IRC 2018 227,491 $ 140,000 7 200,000 3 Exceeded Good GoLine Active 2025 
CU-Cutaway Bus 27 16 IRC 2018 239,229 $ 140,000 7 200,000 3 Exceeded Good GoLine Active 2025 
CU-Cutaway Bus 20 12 SRA 2017 160,532 $ 77,000 5 150,000 - Exceeded Good Community Coach Active 2022 
CU-Cutaway Bus 24 12 SRA 2017 180,062 $ 77,000 5 150,000 - Exceeded Good Community Coach Active 2022 
CU-Cutaway Bus 29 20 IRC 2016 233,772 $ 90,000 5 150,000 Exceeded Exceeded Good GoLine Active -
CU-Cutaway Bus 29 20 IRC 2016 218,340 $ 90,000 5 150,000 Exceeded Exceeded Good GoLine Active -
CU-Cutaway Bus 24 16 IRC 2016 408,384 $ 80,000 5 150,000 Exceeded Exceeded Good GoLine Active -
CU-Cutaway Bus 24 16 IRC 2016 362,293 $ 80,000 5 150,000 Exceeded Exceeded Good GoLine Active -
CU-Cutaway Bus 24 16 IRC 2016 297,315 $ 80,000 5 150,000 Exceeded Exceeded Good GoLine Active -
BU- Bus 29 28 IRC 2016 348,396 $ 400,000 12 500,000 6 151,604 Good GoLine Active 2028 
CU-Cutaway Bus 20 11 SRA 2015 199,626 $ 77,000 5 150,000 Exceeded Exceeded Good Community Coach Active -
CU-Cutaway Bus 20 11 SRA 2015 241,781 $ 77,000 5 150,000 Exceeded Exceeded Good Community Coach Active -
BU- Bus 29 28 IRC 2015 581,735 $ 400,000 12 500,000 5 Exceeded Good GoLine Active 2027 
BU- Bus 
Truck 
CU-Cutaway Bus 

29 
NA 
24 

28 
NA 
16 

IRC 
IRC 
SRA 

2015 
2014 
2013 

578,381 
130,895 
208,589 

$ 400,000 
$ 40,000 
$ 77,000 

12 
5 
5 

500,000 
150,000 
150,000 

5 
Exceeded 
Exceeded 

Exceeded 
19,105 

Exceeded 

Good 
Good 
Good 

GoLine 
NA 

Community Coach 

Active 
Equipment 

Active 

2027 
-
-

MV- Minivan 17 3 SRA 2012 86,520 $ 43,000 4 100,000 Exceeded 13,480 Fair Community Coach Spare -
MV- Minivan 17 3 SRA 2012 85,732 $ 43,000 4 100,000 Exceeded 14,268 Fair Community Coach Spare -
BU- Bus 35 32 IRC 2013 403,305 $ 400,000 12 500,000 3 96,695 Good GoLine Active 2025 
BU- Bus 35 32 IRC 2013 315,498 $ 400,000 12 500,000 3 184,502 Good GoLine Active 2025 
BU- Bus 29 28 IRC 2013 504,342 $ 400,000 12 500,000 3 Exceeded Good GoLine Active 2025 
CU-Cutaway Bus 31 24 IRC 2009 490,311 $ 90,000 5 150,000 Exceeded Exceeded Fair GoLine Spare -
CU-Cutaway Bus 20 11 SRA 2009 339,464 $ 77,000 5 150,000 Exceeded Exceeded Fair Community Coach Spare -
CU-Cutaway Bus 20 11 SRA 2009 267,938 $ 77,000 5 150,000 Exceeded Exceeded Fair Community Coach Spare -
CU-Cutaway Bus 20 11 SRA 2009 295,397 $ 77,000 5 150,000 Exceeded Exceeded Fair Community Coach Spare -
CU-Cutaway Bus 20 11 SRA 2007 329,189 $ 77,000 5 150,000 Exceeded Exceeded Fair Community Coach Spare -
CU-Cutaway Bus 20 11 SRA 2007 327,365 $ 77,000 5 150,000 Exceeded Exceeded Fair Community Coach Spare -
Truck NA NA IRC 2021 1,758 $ 30,000 5 150,000 4 148,242 New NA Equipment 2026 
Truck NA NA IRC 2021 4,170 $ 30,000 5 150,000 4 145,830 New NA Equipment 2026 
Truck NA NA IRC 2021 4,987 $ 30,000 5 150,000 4 145,013 New NA Equipment 2026 
Truck NA NA IRC 2021 3,633 $ 30,000 5 150,000 4 146,367 New NA Equipment 2026 
Truck NA NA IRC 2021 2,654 $ 30,000 5 150,000 4 147,346 New NA Equipment 2026 

128 



Asset 
Asset Class ID/Serial No. 

Asset Acquisition 
Age {Yrs) 

Condition Condition 
Asset Name 

Category Owner Year Assessment Rating {1-5) 

Facilities Bus Shelters 37th Street by Kurtell Medical North 26282 IRC 2011 11 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters 37th Street by Kurtell Medical South 26283 IRC 2011 11 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters 41st St and 43rd (Sherriff's Office) 28805 IRC 2017 5 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters 43rd and Aviation N/A IRC 2017 5 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters 45th St and 33rd ave 27612 IRC 2013 9 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters 45th St and 40th ave 27613 IRC 2013 9 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters 45th Street & 43rd by Family Dollar 28807 IRC 2017 5 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters 512 By Operation Hope 26287 IRC 2011 11 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters 512 byTCCH 26288 IRC 2011 11 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters 512 In front of dollar store 27367 IRC 2013 9 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters 64th and 510 (Wabasso) N/A IRC 2017 5 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters 6th ave and 12th street East 26285 IRC 2011 11 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters 6th ave and 12th street West 26286 IRC 2011 11 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters 6th avenue and Gardenia Gardens East 27606 IRC 2013 9 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters 6th avenue and Gardenia Gardens West 27607 IRC 2013 9 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Airport West N/A IRC 2017 5 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Broadway & NY (Fellsmere) East 28802 IRC 2016 6 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Broadway & NY (Fellsmere) West 28803 IRC 2016 6 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Chick fil a on SR60 28801 IRC 2016 6 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Gifford Health Center 28806 IRC 2017 5 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Gifford Youth Activity Center 26579 IRC 2011 11 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Goodwill on Oslo Road 27836 IRC 2016 6 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters IG center 27601 IRC 2017 5 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters IG center 27602 IRC 2017 5 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters IG center 27603 IRC 2017 5 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters IR Charter High School 26578 IRC 2011 11 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters IRC Courthouse N/A IRC 2017 5 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters IRMC East of Entrance 26284 IRC 2011 11 Good 4 

Facilities Passenger Facilities Main Hub N/A IRC 2017 5 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Miracle Mile 27604 IRC 2013 9 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters North Hub 26581 IRC 2018 4 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters North Hub 26581 IRC 2018 4 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters North Hub 26581 IRC 2018 4 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Oslo Road Fire Station 26577 IRC 2011 11 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Oslo Road TCCH 26576 IRC 2011 11 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Pare 24 (IR Blvd) 26281 IRC 2011 11 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Powerline and Main (Sebastian) North 26574 IRC 2011 11 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Powerline and Main (Sebastian) South 26575 IRC 2011 11 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Roseland and 512-Sebastian East 27608 IRC 2012 10 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Roseland and 512-Sebastian West 27609 IRC 2012 10 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Runners Depot 27605 IRC 2013 9 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Sebastian High School 27832 IRC 2017 5 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Sebastian High School 27833 IRC 2017 5 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Sunrise Apartments (Fellsmere) 26580 IRC 2011 11 Good 4 

Facilities Administration Transit Admin. Building N/A IRC 2012 10 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters USl and Jefferson (Sebastian) 27611 IRC 2013 9 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters USl and Main Street (Sebastian) 27610 IRC 2013 9 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Vero Beach Marina 28800 IRC 2016 6 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Vero West N/A IRC 2017 5 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Wal Mart on SR60 27834 IRC 2016 6 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Wal Mart on SR60 27835 IRC 2016 6 Good 4 

Facilities Bus Shelters Whispering Pines Apartments (Fellsmere) 28804 IRC 2016 6 Good 4 

  
 
 
 

Table 4-3:  Performance Measures for Transit Vehicles and Equipment 
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Although a TAM Plan has a four-year horizon for major updates, Indian River County updates its TAM 
Plan annually. Asset Performance and associated Targets are reviewed and updated every year and 
provide an accurate reflection of the most recent Age and Condition of each asset class. Annual 
Performance and Targets for Assets are submitted annually to the MPO for inclusion in the TIP update. 

Table 4-4 & Table 4-5. 

Table 4-4: Performance Measures for Transit Facilities 

Table 4-5: Performance Measures for Transit Facilities 
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• 
• 

e agency's Accountable Executive and Board of Directors; 

• The documented processes of the agency's SMS, including the agency's Safety Management Policy and 

• 
• Performance targets based on safety performance measures established in FTA's National Public 

• 

Safety Plans 

The Public Transportation Agency Safety Plan (PTASP) rule, which became effective on July 19, 2019 (49 
C.F.R. Part 673), requires certain operators of public transportation systems that are recipients of 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) grant funds to develop safety plans that include the process and 
procedures necessary for implementing Safety Management Systems (SMS). The rule applies to those 
agencies that receive FTA Section 5307 funds, but not to those who only received FTA Section 5310 and 
5311 funding. In addition, small public transportation providers (an agency with 100 vehicles or less) 
may have their states draft a PTASP on their behalf. In either case, the agency is responsible for 
implementing the safety plan. 

A PTASP should include the following components: 

An approval by th 
The designation of a Chief Safety Officer; 

An employee reporting program; 
processes for Safety Risk Management, Safety Assurance, and Safety Promotion; 

Transportation Safety Plan (NSP); and 
A process and timeline for conducting an annual review and update of the safety plan. 

The Indian River County PTASP was approved by the Board of County Commissioners on August 18, 
2020. A detailed PTASP was developed that underscore the standard operating procedures and policies 
for the Senior Resource Association (SRA) in the following areas of safety and security: 

1. Agency Info./Accountable Executive (in this case the Executive Director of the SRA) 
2. Certifications 
3. Safety Management System (SMS) Performance Targets 
4. Safety Roles and Responsibilities 
5. Safety Policy Statement 
6. Safety Culture Policy 
7. Risk Management 
8. Accident/Incident/Occurrence Investigation & Reporting 
9. SMS Communication 
10. Training, Awareness & Competencies 
11. Information Management 
12. SMS Assessment 
13. Emergency Response Planning 
14. Security Program Plan 
15. Selection, Qualification & Training of Drivers 
16. Records Management 
17. Drug and Alcohol Program 
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Preventable accident rate 

Injuries 

Fatalit ies 

Safety Events 

System Reliability 

Per 100,00 miles 

Per 100,00 miles 

Per 100,00 miles 

Per 100,00 miles 

Mean distance between Mechanica l Failure 

<0.1 

<0.1 

0 

<0.1 

>42,500 miles 

18. Vehicle and Facilities Maintenance 
19. Operating Requirements 
20. Vehicle Equipment Standards and Procurement Criteria 

Within 180 days of the adoption of this first PTASP, the Indian River County MPO is required to set 
transit safety performance targets for its planning area. This effort is similar to the adoption of Transit 
Asset Management (TAM) performance targets, which is also done annually. In this case, performance 
targets for five areas of transit safety are regularly set and monitored: preventable accident rate, 
injuries, fatalities, safety events, and system reliability. Collectively, these are the top five measures and 
targets that SRA as the transit operator strives for every year in order to run a safe and secure system 
(see Table 4-6). 

Table 4-6: Transit Safety Performance Targets 
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CHAPTERS 

GOALS & OBJECTIVES 

Goals and Objectives 
This section covers Indian River County's guiding vision and mission, as well as the goals, objectives, and 
actions for public transportation during the next ten years. Goals and objectives are crucial components 
of any transportation plan because they steer policy toward achieving the community's vision. 

The goals, objectives, and policies given in this part were developed based on evaluations and 
assessments conducted in the situation appraisal including but not limited to factors external to Indian 
River County: socioeconomic trends, existing transportation and land use plans and policies, travel 
behavior/patterns, community feedback, and regional coordination. In addition, internal factors critical 
to the agency were also incorporated and include organizational structure, technology investments, 
safety/state of good repair, funding, goals and objectives enacted in the previous TDP, and an 
assessment of the most recent TDP public involvement activities in 2022-23. 

Indian River County/GoLine Vision and Mission 

Indian River County and GoLine currently do not have a Vision and Mission Statement. It is 
recommended that consideration be given to developing a new Vision and Mission Statement that 
supports the key priorities developed as part of this TDP effort. 
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Goals, Objectives, and Measures 

The following section outlines the Goals, Objectives, and Actions proposed for the Indian River County 
FY 2024-33 Transit Development Plan (TDP). 

Goal 1 Enhance the quantity and quality of transit service. 

Objectives/Actions 

Objective 1.1: Increase transit ridership from 1.2 million riders annually in 2023 to 1.7 million annually by 2032. 

1.1.1. Increase Span of Service on Weekdays. 

1.1.2. Increase Span of Service on Saturdays. 

1.1.3. Increase Weekday frequencies on highest ridership routes. 

1.1.4. Add Sunday service on highest ridership routes. 

1.1.5. Add Saturday Service for Route 13. 

1.1.6. Explore piloting public transportation service delivery methods in areas not served by fixed route transit as the 
demand arises. 

1.1.7: Continue to invest in upgrades to the customer-based real-time app and other public information systems to 
maximize the ease of use for the public. 

1.1.8. Continue to invest in GoLine bus stop improvements including new bus shelters, additional seating, and bike racks at 
transit hubs. 

Objective 1.2: Achieve on-time performance of 95% or better 

1.2.1. Perform periodic comprehensive operational analysis of existing Automatic Passenger Counter (APC) and on-board 
observation data to optimize schedules and performance of each route. 

Objective 1.3: Ensure that all vehicles and capital facilities are maintained in a State of Good Repair. 

1.3.1. Maintain vehicle replacement program. 

1.3.2. Continue to follow prescribed Maintenance Plan for all vehicles and facilities. 

1.3.3. Meet or exceed all annual performance targets established in the GoLine Transit Asset Management (TAM) Plan. 
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Goal 2 Continue to build consensus and community support for funding of existing and planned 
GoLine service needs. 

Objectives/Actions 

Objective 2.1: Maintain or increase the local investment into GoLine operations. 

2.1.1. Maintain or increase existing annual budget levels and investments for current GoLine operations. 

2.1.2. Pursue additional state and federal grants that can be matched with local funding for capital and service 
development expansion needs. 

2.1.3. Identify, evaluate, and develop other opportunities to enhance revenues (e.g., advertising). 

Objective 2.2: Use quantitative analysis to demonstrate the cost effectiveness and efficiency of GoLine services to the 
public, stakeholders, MPO and County elected officials, and to the county administration. 

2.2.1. Maintain and enhance existing performance monitoring and reporting program that demonstrates the cost 
effectiveness and efficiency of GoLine operations. 

2.2.2. Maintain a high-performance transit system that demonstrates the continued value of local investment into public 
transportation. 

2.2.3. Explore the piloting of a public transportation alternative that lowers the overall cost per trip burden generally 
experienced through demand response transit service. 

2.2.4. Continue to monitor system performance standards with an emphasis on meeting or exceeding the mean of peer 
transit systems. 
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project prioritization and investment process within the framework of the MPO's planning 

!ml'fH Ph:! · 

Goal 3 Engage in coordination activities with transportation providers and jurisdictions at the 
local, regional, state, and federal level. 

Objectives/Actions 

Objective 3.1: Continue to engage in and implement public involvement and regional coordination elements of the 
transportation process. 

3.1.1. Ensure consistent coordination with local, regional, state, federal, and other partners for the provision of current and 
future public transit service in Indian River County. 

3.1.2. Continue to create opportunities for public involvement through actively soliciting input from citizens, community 
groups, stakeholders, and elected officials in the planning and implementation of public transportation services. 

3.1.3. Continue to develop new and cultivate existing regional partnerships that enhance the provision of public transit in 
Indian River County. 

3.1.4. Continue to encourage a 
process. 

3.1.5. Encourage the development of transit-supportive land use planning policies, programs, and developments at the 
municipal and county level. 

3.1.6. Continue to support the development of a robust multimodal system of sidewalks, trails, bike lanes and pathways 
that interconnect activity centers and neighborhoods to provide access to the GoLine system. 

3.1.7. Continue to coordinate with municipal and county government in the development review process to ensure the 
inclusion of transit-supportive service accessibility and infrastructure. 
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Goal 4 Ensure the provision of a safe and accessible public transportation system in Indian River 
County. 

Objectives/Actions 

Objective 4.1: Ensure that public transportation services and facilities in Indian River County are accessible. 

4.1.1. Maintain the accessibility of GoLine facilities and vehicles. 

4.1.2. Seek coordination activities with local, state, federal, and private partners that can lead to an increase in accessible 
infrastructure such as sidewalks that connect to bus stops or transit corridors. 

Objective 4.2: Ensure that GoLine services are maintained and operated in a safe and secure environment. 

4.2.1. Maintain a comprehensive and FTA-approved GoLine Public Transit Agency Safety Plan (PTASP) and related 
processes. 

4.2.2. Meet or exceed annual performance targets set in the GoLine Public Transit Agency Safety Plan (PTASP). 

Tracking and Monitoring 

Indian River County will provide annual updates on these goals/objectives/actions to its stakeholders, 
community partners including local governments, community leaders and organizations. Further, 
outreach activities developed by the County will highlight the goals and objectives to ensure activities 
are aligned with the goals and objectives. Indian River County will post the goals and objectives on the 
Indian River County website to underscore the importance of the principals and commitments 
designated under the Goals and Objectives of the TDP. A Performance Monitoring process (see Chapter 
9) will be utilized on an annual basis by Indian River County to report on the progress of the Goals, 
Objectives and Actions developed in this TDP and provide a progress report on these efforts in the next 
Annual TDP Update. 

Development Review of Goals, Objectives, and Measures 

The Indian River TDP Executive Review Team, which included members from Indian River County and 
the Senior Resource Association (SRA), were provided the opportunity to comment on the development 
of draft and final Goals and Objectives as part of the Public Involvement Plan (PIP) process. 
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CHAPTER6 

TRANSIT DEMAND ASSESSMENT 

Transit Demand Assessment 
This section summarizes the demand and mobility needs assessment for Indian River County. The demand 
assessment techniques used are summarized, followed by the results of each analysis used to assess 
demand for potential transit service alternatives identified in the development of the FY 2024-33 TDP. 

Transit Demand 

Improving service quality and centering on the needs of existing customers are top priorities for Indian 
River County. To further these objectives, a comprehensive analysis was conducted to better understand 
and predict transit demand within the service area. The analysis includes a TBEST analysis and a more 
streamlined market analysis, which both are invaluable for recommendations for the potential 
expansion of GoLine service. 

Traditional Transit Market Analysis 

Data from the U.S. Census can be used to compare demographic information, particularly those 
characteristics that are highly correlated with a person's or household's need for transit, with GoLine's 
existing transit network. This type of analysis is useful for determining whether census block groups 
with transit-dependent characteristics are adequately served by the existing routes. For this analysis, 
the demographic characteristics that were used to indicate transit dependence include the distribution 
of youth (under 18 years), older persons (over 60 years), low-income households (below poverty), and 
zero-vehicle-ownership households. 
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Map 6-1: Distribution of Population Under 18 Map 6-2: Distribution of Population Living Below Poverty 

Map 6-3: Distribution of Population Over Age 60 Map 6-4: Distribution of Zero-Vehicle Households 

The first step in identifying the block groups that have persons or households with the greatest 
propensity for transit use involved the calculation of the percent distributions of the four demographic 
characteristics for each block group. This process resulted in a table of values indicating the percent of 
youth, older persons, those below poverty, and zero-vehicle households for each of Indian River 
County's 91 census block groups. The block groups were then sorted for each characteristic in 
descending order of percent distribution so that the blockgroups with higher percentages for each 
characteristic would appear at the top of their respective ranges (see Maps 6-1 thorough 6-4 above). 

From the percentage ranges, an average percent value and a standard deviation value were calculated 
for each characteristic. Statistically, the standard deviation may be thought of as a measure of distance 
from the average value. According to an empirical rule of thumb, for most moderately sized data sets 
with a bell-shaped normal distribution, approximately 68 percent of the data values will lie within one 
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standard deviation of their average and approximately 95 percent of the data values will lie within two 
standard deviations of their average. Each of the three characteristic ranges was then stratified into 
four segments based on the following break points: average percent, average percent plus one standard 
deviation, and average percent plus two standard deviations. Thus, the block groups fell into one of the 
following four categories for each characteristic: below average, above average but below one standard 
deviation (above average), between one and two standard deviations above average (far above 
average), and more than two standard deviations above average (significantly above average). 

The next step involved the assignment of discrete numerical scores to each of the four categories 
established for each demographic characteristic. These scores serve two basic purposes: to provide 
uniform ranking to all of the blockgroups within a particular category and to numerically differentiate 
among the four categories for each characteristic. A comparative probability estimation method was 
utilized to develop the scores. First, the probability that a block group would be part of a specific 
category for a given characteristic was calculated for each category. For example, 4 of Indian River 
County's 91 block groups were part of the "significantly above average" category for the zero-car-
household characteristic. This meant that there was a 4.4 percent probability (# blockgroups in category 

# total blockgroups 100%) that one of the county's blockgroups would fall within the range 
established for that particular category for the zero-car-household characteristic. 

After the probabilities were calculated for each characteristic's categories, they were then used to 
estimate the categories' scores via comparative probability ratios. That is, the probability percentage 
for each category was divided into the probability percentage for the "below average" category. This 
numerator was selected so that, for each characteristic, the block groups in the "below average" 
category would receive a score of one (1). Using the "significantly above average" category of the zero-
car-household characteristic as an example, it was determined that the score for this category would be 
14.5, since the probability for the "below average" category was 63.7 percent and this probability 
divided by the "far above average" category probability of 4.4 percent equals 14.5. The probabilities 
and final scores for each demographic characteristic's categories are presented in tabular form in 
Appendix E. 

Finally, composite scores were calculated for the block groups by summing the individual category 
scores that they had received for each demographic characteristic. The blockgroups were then ranked 
by composite score and stratified into four levels using the same method that was utilized to develop 
characteristic categories. The block groups that fell into the "significantly above average" category were 
defined as primary transit-dependent blockgroups, i.e., block groups with the greatest propensity for 
transit based on the tracts' percentages of youth, older persons, those below poverty, and zero-vehicle 
households. Secondary transit-dependent blockgroups included those that fell into the "far above 
average" category; tertiary transit-dependent blockgroups included those tracts in the "above average" 
category. 

Table 6-1 presents the results of the block group analysis. Nearly all of the block groups listed in the 
table are served by the existing transit system, with the blockgroups 120610503021, 120610503024, 
and 120610507041 having the most service coverage (the former two blockgroups are primary transit-
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"adequately served" refers to geographic coverage, not frequency of service. 

oline' s fixed route network adequately covers most ofth 

dependent, the third listed in secondary transit-dependent). All of the primary transit-dependent 
blockgroups are served by the GoLine route network. It should be mentioned that the notation 

Table 6-1 illustrates the 
primary, secondary, and tertiary transit-dependent block groups with an overlay of GoLine's current 
fixed-route network. 

It should be noted that, sometimes, census blockgroups in typically affluent coastal communities are 
characterized by a large enough percentage of older persons so as to have a high enough composite 
score from this analysis to be considered transit dependent. This finding can skew the results 
somewhat. Most of the blockgroups in the table that are not served are either in coastal areas, or in 
areas with nature preserves or wildlife management areas that would not warrant additional services. 

This analysis shows that G e transit-dependent 
block groups in the service area. These results also indicate that service improvements should likely 
prioritize frequency of service in the primary transit-dependent blockgroups, as well as some of the 
other transit-dependent blockgroups, rather than additional geographic coverage. 
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Table 6-1: Transit-Dependent Census Block Groups 

Block Route(s) Serving Block Comments 

PRIMARY BLOCKGROUPS (significantly above average) 

120610501001 2, 8 Adequately served 

120610503021 3, 8, 14 Routes 3, 8 serve southern portion 

120610503024 3, 8, 14 3 serves north border, 14 serves west border 
120610504011 3, 4 Adequately served 

120610506061 6 Adequately served 

SECONDARY BLOCKGROUPS (far above average) 

120610502002 8 Eastern side served 

120610504012 1, 4 Western edge served 

120610504022 1, 4 Western edge served 

120610505011 Not served Indian River Shores 

120610505013 Not served Indian River Shores 

120610506041 Not served Near Oslo River Conservation Area 

120610506042 4, 6 Western edge served 

120610507021 2, 7 Northeast side served 

120610507041 2, 7, 13 IRSC Mueller Campus, routes 2, 7 north edge 

120610508062 11 Adequately served; route bisects block 

TERTIARY BLOCKGROUPS (above average) 

120610502001 2 Adequately served; route bisects block 

120610503012 3, 12 Southwest portion of block served 

120610504021 1 East edge of block served 

120610506011 4 West edge of block served 

120610506023 Not served Royal Ponciana Park 

120610506052 6 West edge of block served 

120610506063 6 East side of block served 

120610507031 15 South edge of block served 

120610507052 13 West side and north edge of block served 

120610507053 13 South edge of block served 

120610508052 Not served Coastal area 

120610508053 9 Southwest end of block served 

120610509021 13 Adequately served 

120610509022 13 Adequately served 

120610509041 
10, 13 

Route 10 serves Fellsmere; southwest portion near Vero 
Fashion Outlets served by 13 
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Map 6-5. Indian River County Transit Dependent Analysis Map 

Service Enhancements 

Transit planning often involves a variety of service changes aimed at enhancing the quality and 
availability of transit service. These modifications can include extending service hours, adding or 
removing routes, altering service frequency, or modifying stop locations. For instance, Indian River 
County is considering a comprehensive service expansion that involves not only extending the service 
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hours to end at 9 p.m. on weekdays, but also expanding hours on Saturdays, introducing service on 
Sundays, and increasing service frequency on select highly productive routes. Such a multi-faceted 
approach to service improvement is designed to better accommodate the needs of the community, 
providing more flexibility for passengers and potentially increasing overall ridership. However, 
implementing these changes requires careful planning and analysis. 

In this context, the Transit Boardings Estimation and Simulation Tool (TBEST) plays a pivotal role. TBEST's 
robust modeling and analysis capabilities enable transit planners to simulate and forecast ridership 
under different service scenarios, thereby helping to assess the impact of various service changes. By 
identifying high-demand areas, evaluating service changes, forecasting future ridership, and 
communicating the impact of service improvements, TBEST projections become instrumental in making 
informed decisions about service changes. 

However, while service expansion can enhance the quality and availability of transit service, it can 
sometimes lead to a decrease in operational efficiency. Operational efficiency, often measured as 
boardings per service hour, indicates how effectively a transit agency uses its resources. Service 
expansion, such as extending service hours or increasing service frequency, can lead to an increase in 
total ridership but a decrease in boardings per service hour. This trade-off presents a challenge for 
transit agencies as they strive to balance the goal of improving service quality with the need to operate 
efficiently. 

Different service scenarios can be modeled and analyzed using TBEST to understand their potential 
impact on ridership and operational efficiency. For instance, an 'existing service' scenario can be 
compared with a 'proposed service expansion' scenario. The comparison of these scenarios provides 
valuable insights into how proposed service changes could affect ridership and operational efficiency. 
This information can guide decision-making and help transit planners prioritize service improvements 
and effectively communicate these decisions to stakeholders. 

TBEST Projections 

TBEST (Transit Boardings Estimation and Simulation Tool) is a comprehensive transit planning software 
developed by the Florida Department of Transportation. It's designed to support transit service and 
strategic planning by providing robust modeling and analysis capabilities. 

TBEST models transit ridership based on a variety of factors, including transit network structure (routes, 
stops, schedules), socio-economic data (population, employment), and transit service parameters 
(frequency, speed). It can simulate transit ridership for existing and future scenarios, allowing planners 
to assess the impact of various transit service changes. 

The following projections reflect multiple scenarios of service improvements. Based on the feedback 
from the outreach activities including input from existing riders, the following service improvements 
were identified in the public engagement activities. 
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Base Year Service Increasing 
Performance Metric Weekday Span Percent Change 

(Weekday Only) 
of Service 

Total Boardings 1,194,739 1,254,888 5.03% 
Revenue Service Hours 52,097 63,225 21.36% 

Boardings Per Service Hour 23 19.6 -14.78% 

Service Change Scenarios 

In an ongoing effort to improve transit service for GoLine customers, a series of service changes are 
being considered. These changes aim to enhance both the availability and quality of the service. To 
understand the potential impact of these changes, the Transit Boardings Estimation and Simulation Tool 
(TBEST) is being used to model and analyze a series of scenarios. 

The scenarios under examination represent a comprehensive and phased approach to service expansion 
and improvement. They begin with the existing service, referred to as the 'Base' scenario. Thereafter, 
changes are introduced incrementally and include extending service hours on weekdays and Saturdays, 
and introducing service on Sundays. 

Each scenario builds upon the previous one, allowing for an assessment of the cumulative impact of 
these changes. The scenarios are designed to address the needs of a diverse passenger base, providing 
more flexibility for those who travel early in the morning, late at night, or on weekends. 

By examining these scenarios, the aim is to strike a balance between improving service for passengers 
and maintaining operational efficiency. The insights gained from this analysis will guide the decision-
making process, help prioritize service improvements, and enable effective communication of these 
decisions to stakeholders. 

Weekday Service Hours 

The potential impact of proposed service changes is currently being examined. The first phase of these 
changes involves extending weekday hours of operation from 7:00 p.m. until 9:00 p.m. These proposed 
changes are designed to better accommodate the evolving needs of the GoLine customers, many of 
whom indicated a preference for service beyond traditional peak hours. 

By extending the service until 9:00 p.m. on weekdays, the aim is to provide greater flexibility and 
convenience to riders, accommodating those who work late hours or engage in after-work activities. 
However, it is important to note that while these changes are projected to increase total ridership, they 
may also lead to a decrease in service efficiency. 

The analysis of the proposed changes suggests that despite the expected increase in total boardings, the 
number of people boarding per hour of service, per service mile, and per service trip could decrease. 
Additionally, the cost of running the service is projected to increase. 

Table 6-2: Impact of Increase to the Weekday Span of Service 
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Increasing 
Performance Metric Weekday Span of 

Service 
Total Boardings 1,254,888 

Revenue Service Hours 63,225 
Boardings Per Service Hour 19.6 

Increasing 
Saturday Span Percent Change 

of Service 
1,281,276 2.10% 

67,129 6.17% 
19.0 -3.06% 

In essence, while the proposed service changes are expected to increase ridership by extending 
weekday hours until 9:00 p.m., they may also impact service efficiency and cost-effectiveness. As the 
proposals continue to be refined, these potential trends will be closely monitored to ensure that the 
service changes are both beneficial to the riders and sustainable for the operations. 

Saturday Service Hours 

Extending Saturday service hours for GoLine presents a significant opportunity to enhance the lives and 
mobility of its customers. For many riders, public transportation is not just a convenience, but a 
necessity, and expanded Saturday service can provide essential access to work, shopping, healthcare, 
and recreational activities. The current Saturday service operates from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. By 
extending the Saturday hours to run from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., GoLine recognizes the diverse 
schedules and needs of its community, including those who rely on public transportation outside of 
traditional weekday hours. This change aligns with feedback from riders and the community and ensures 
that the transportation network is responsive to the evolving demands of the community. Whether it's 
accommodating weekend workers, shoppers, or those attending social and cultural events, extended 
Saturday service stands as a symbol of GoLine's dedication to serving its riders with flexibility and care. 

Table 6-3 shows the projections from the TBEST model, providing insights into the potential impact of 
the proposed service changes. The model forecasts an increase in total boardings when Saturday service 
hours are extended, indicating a positive reception by potential GoLine customers. While there's a minor 
dip in boardings per service hour, the overall projected increase in revenue service hours and total 
boardings suggests that the community's evolving transit needs would be well-served by the proposed 
adjustments. 

Table 6-3: Impact of Increasing Saturday Service Span 

Sunday Service 

The introduction of Sunday service (from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.) represents a significant step forward in 
GoLine's commitment to meeting the evolving transit needs of the community. Recognizing the 
importance of weekend accessibility, GoLine seeks to ensure that residents and visitors alike have 
reliable transportation options every day of the week. 

When comparing the addition of Sunday service to the previous phase of improvements, which focused 
on extending Saturday service hours, the projections are promising. As illustrated in Table 6-4 the TBEST 
model forecasts notable enhancements upon the introduction of Sunday service. Total boardings are 
projected to grow by 8.44%, reaching a figure of 1,389,436. In tandem, while there is an anticipated 
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Increasing 
Performance Metric Saturday Span of 

Service 
Total Boardings 1,281,276 

Revenue Service Hours 67,129 

Boardings Per Service Hour 19 

Adding Sunday Percent Change 
Service 

1,389,436 8.44% 

79,459 18.37% 

17.5 -7.89% 

18.37% increment in revenue service hours, service efficiency begins to decline slightly. Specifically, 
boardings per service hour are expected to decrease by 7.89%, settling at 17.5. These projections 
underscore that the addition of Sunday service will increase annual system ridership (boardings) but add 
to a slight decline in overall system efficiency (boardings per service hour). 

Table 6-4: Impact of Introducing Sunday Service 

Service Frequency Changes 

As GoLine looks to the future and contemplates ways to better accommodate its community, one 
promising avenue under consideration is the enhancement of service frequency. Transitioning from the 
current 60-minute intervals to a more frequent 30-minute service would dramatically reduce wait times 
and offer riders increased flexibility and convenience. Such a shift would not only cater to the immediate 
needs of passengers but also position public transit as a more attractive option for potential riders. This 
potential change underscores GoLine's dedication to continuous improvement and its vision of adapting 
to the evolving transportation needs of its community. 

As GoLine looks towards the future, a phased approach to enhancing service frequency has been 
devised to ensure a seamless transition and optimal service delivery. Given the hub-and-spoke design of 
the GoLine network, phased improvements necessitate a strategic examination of the routes to ensure 
synchronization and efficiency. The inaugural phase of these enhancements will prioritize routes that 
directly service the main hub, with a particular focus on those boasting the highest ridership figures. This 
methodical approach ensures that the most utilized routes receive timely upgrades, benefiting the 
largest number of GoLine patrons. 

Phase One Frequency Improvements 
Phase One includes the introduction of a 30-minute frequency on routes 2, 4, 6, and 8 is projected to 
significantly enhance the GoLine service. As illustrated in Table 6-5, the TBEST model projects that the 
proposed frequency changes will lead to a notable 13.48% surge in total boardings, amounting to 
1,576,767 annual trips. Accommodating this growth will require an expansion in revenue service hours 
of 19.25%, culminating in an annual total of 94,755 hours. However, a minor trade-off is observed in 
service efficiency: boardings per service hour are forecasted to decline by 5.14%, averaging 16.6. 
Nonetheless, the rise in total boardings emphasizes the inherent value and heightened demand for 
increased frequency on these pivotal routes. 
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Performance Metric 

Total Boardings 
Revenue Service Hours 

Boardings Per Service Hour 

Adding Sunday 
Service 

1,389,436 
79,459 

17.5 

Performance Metric 30 Min Frequency 
(Rt 2 4 6 8) I I I 

Total Boardings 1,576,767 
Revenue Service Hours 94,755 

Boardings Per Service Hour 16.6 

30 Min 
Frequency (Rt. Percent Change 

2,4,6,8) 
1,576,767 

94,755 
16.6 

30 Min 
Frequency 
(1,5,9, 10) 

1,701,646 
109,928 

15.5 

13.48% 
19.25% 
-5.14% 

Percent Change 

7.92% 
16.01% 
-6.63% 

Table 6-5: Phase One Frequency Improvements Rts. 2, 4, 6, 8 

Phase Two Frequency Improvements 
The second phase of GoLine's frequency enhancement plan is set to introduce a 30-minute frequency on 
routes 1, 5, 9, and 10. This is a continuation of the strategic initiative to enhance the transit experience 
for GoLine's patrons. As illustrated in Table 6-6, the TBEST model projects that the proposed frequency 
changes will lead to a notable 7.92% increase in total boardings, amounting to 1,701,646 annual trips. 
Accommodating this growth will require an expansion in revenue service hours of 16.01%, culminating 
in an annual total of 109,928 hours. However, a minor trade-off is observed in service efficiency: 
boardings per service hour are forecasted to decline by 6.63%, averaging 15.5. Nonetheless, the rise in 
total boardings emphasizes the inherent value and heightened demand for increased frequency on 
these pivotal routes. 

Table 6-6: Phase Two Frequency Improvements Rts. 1, 5, 9, & 10 

This data underscores the balancing act between expanding service to meet demand and maintaining 
optimal efficiency. The continued growth in total boardings, however, signifies the community's 
appreciation and need for more frequent transit options. 

Phase Three Frequency Improvements 
The third and final phase of GoLine's frequency enhancement strategy is poised to introduce a 30-
minute frequency on routes 3, 7, and 14. This phase represents the culmination of GoLine's ambitious 
plan to provide more frequent and efficient transit services to its patrons. As illustrated by the TBEST 
Model in Table 6-7, total annual boardings are anticipated to rise 5.37% to 1,793,044. To accommodate 
this growth, revenue service hours will grow by an additional 10.44% to 121,407 annually. In addition, 
efficiencies in boardings per service hour decline by 4.52%. 
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Performance Metric 30 Min Frequency 
(1 5 9 10) 

' ' ' 
Total Boardings 1,701,646 

Revenue Service Hours 109,928 
Boardings Per Service Hour 15.5 

30 Min 
Frequency 

(3,7,14) 
1,793,044 

121,407 
14.8 

Percent Change 

5.37% 
10.44% 
-4.52% 

Table 6-7: Phase Three Frequency Improvements Rts. 3, 7, & 14 

The data from the third phase reinforces the narrative that while expanding service frequency is pivotal 
in catering to a larger commuter base, it can sometimes come at the cost of marginal efficiency 
reductions. Nevertheless, the overarching theme remains clear: GoLine's phased approach to frequency 
enhancements is a significant stride towards meeting the evolving transit needs of its community. The 
commitment to improving service frequency, even with the challenges of balancing demand and 
efficiency, underscores GoLine's dedication to its patrons. 

Conclusion on TBEST Outputs for GoLine Service Improvements 

The TBEST model outputs provide a comprehensive and data-driven lens through which Indian River and 
GoLine can evaluate the potential impacts of various service enhancements. These projections are not 
mere numbers; they represent the tangible effects of choices that will shape the future of public transit 
in the region. 

It is essential to understand that while these figures offer valuable insights, they are, at their core, 
projections. They accentuate the potential outcomes, both positive and negative, of different service 
improvement scenarios. For Indian River and GoLine, the challenge lies in interpreting this data in the 
broader context of community needs, budgetary constraints, and long-term transit goals. 

The decisions ahead are not just about increasing boardings or optimizing service hours; they are about 
enhancing the quality of life for residents, facilitating economic growth, and ensuring sustainable urban 
mobility. As Indian River and GoLine move forward, they must weigh these options and alternatives 
carefully, ensuring that the chosen path aligns with the community's best interests and the overarching 
vision for the region's transit future. 

In the pursuit of a more efficient and responsive transit system, the integration of traditional 
demographic analysis with advanced tools like TBEST offers a holistic approach to understanding transit 
demand. The examination of Census data provides a foundational understanding of the community's 
composition, needs, and potential transit users. This demographic insight, when paired with the 
predictive capabilities of TBEST, equips Indian River with a comprehensive view of both current and 
future transit landscapes. By leveraging these dual perspectives, Indian River is better positioned to 
make informed decisions, tailor services to the evolving needs of its community, and ensure that its 
transit system remains a vital and dynamic asset for all residents. This combined approach underscores 
Indian River's commitment to continuous improvement and its dedication to serving its community with 
excellence. 
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As demonstrated in Table 6-8, ridership (Total Boardings) estimates for the GoLine system rise with each 
subsequent Scenario that adds service (Revenue Service Hours). However, with each subsequent 
Scenario, the costs rise greatly for operating such service level increases. This issue is taken into greater 
consideration in the last three Chapters of the TDP. 
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Total % Change in Revenue %Change in Boardings Per 
%Change in 

Scenario Boardings/Service 
Boardings Boardings Service Hours Service Hours Service Hour 

Hour 
Base Year 1,194,739 - 52,097 - 23 -
Scenario 1 Base + Weekday Span 1,254,888 5.03% 63,225 21 .36% 19.6 -14.78% 
Scenario 2: Scenario 1 + Saturday Span {plus Rt 13) 1,281,276 2.10% 67,129 6.17% 19 -3.06% 
Scenario 3: Scenario + Sunday Service 1,389,436 8.44% 79,459 18.37% 17.5 -7.89% 
Scenario 4: Scenario 3 + 30 Min frequency (2,4,6,8) 1,576,767 13.48% 94,755 19.25% 16.6 -5.14% 
Scenario 5: Scenario 4 + 30 minute frequency (1,5,9, 10) 1,701,646 7.92% 109,928 16.01% 15.5 -6.63% 
Scenario 6: Scenario 5 + 30 minute frequency (3, 7, 14) 1,793,044 5.37% 121 ,407 10.44% 14.8 -4.52% 

G U, T, 

Table 6-8: Summary of TBEST 
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CHAPTER7 

NEEDS DEVELOPMENT & EVALUATION 

to the Indian River County MPO's Board, Local Coordination 

Alternatives Development & Evaluation 

This section provides the alternatives for the development, improvement, and expansion of the GoLine 
public transportation system In Indian River County over the next 10 years (2024-33). The needs were 
developed based on information gathered as part of the baseline data assessment, public outreach 
efforts, peer/trend analysis, situational appraisal, and transit demand analysis. Also notable, the needs 
developed as part of this assessment were developed with consideration of reasonable new financial 
resource availability for the short term and a less financially constrained vision for the long-term. A 
prioritized list of improvements will be developed and is therefore used to develop the 10-Year Transit 
and Financial Plan (see Chapter 8). 

10-Year TDP Alternatives 

Consideration of future transit improvements was a key part of the Indian River 2024-33 TDP 
development process. This section lists and evaluates possible transit improvements and represents 
what might be achieved in the next 10 years given new funding. The alternatives reflect the mobility 
needs of the community, and are inclusive of input received from the following TDP activities: 

1. Transit Surveys On-board surveys obtained input from the current users of the GoLine 
services. Input on satisfaction, mobility needs and comfort with system facilities and 
technologies, provided insights for the recommended alternatives. In addition, two phases of 
online surveys were provided to the public through public information and social media 
channels. 

2. Public Meetings and Workshops The public involvement process for the Indian River 2024-33 
TDP included multiple presentations 
Board (LCB), Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), and Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC). These 
insights and input were considered in the development of the service alternatives and priorities. 
Additional insight was gathered at two public workshops held at the Gifford Activity Center and 
the United Against Poverty Center. 

3. Transit Market Assessment The current transit markets and activity patterns within Indian 
River County were examined to best identify the population segments and location of markets 
for public transportation services. 

The identified service and capital improvements were prioritized based on the input and evaluations 
gathered throughout the Indian River County 2024-33 TDP development process, which are the basis for 
the recommendations and the 10-year implementation and financial plan. As Indian River County 
continues to grow, and as demand for transit follows that same overall growth, the transit agency will 
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By programming these needs into the "next" Fiscal Year of FY 2025, this allows time for 

have a list of prioritized service and capital improvements from which to opt from and implement as 
funding is identified. 

Public and political opinion underscore the alternative options for Indian River County to improve 
GoLine services. Separate outreach activities asked for stated preferences for types of service. 
Continuously, existing users and the general online/social media public surveys indicated a strong 
interest in expanded service hours, expanded weekend service, and frequency improvements. Notably, 
many users also expressed the desire to have expanded service on Saturdays and the addition of Sunday 
services. Combined, these factors help shape the alternatives suited for Indian River County and the 
public sentiment of these services. 

Short- and Long-Term Improvements 

In a limited funding environment, Indian River County must prioritize GoLine service and capital 
improvements that provide the most benefit to existing and potential transit users. Improvements that 
directly enhance the existing service and related facilities/amenities have an impact on the customer's 
mobility needs and are given the highest priority. Combined with community and stakeholder feedback 
and fiscal constraints related to service enhancements, the following service and capital needs are 
programmed in a phased approach. The primary focus of this TDP is on the Short-Term (1-6 year) 
improvements to the existing services and supportive capital infrastructure. Long-Term (years 6-10) 
improvements are also programmed chronologically for the last five years of the 10-year TDP cycle but 
remain out of the Financial Plan (see Chapter 8) and stand as unfunded priorities due to their much 
higher cost than the financially feasible Short-Term improvements. The following section outlines the 
prioritized short and long-term service and capital improvements. 

Short-Term Service Improvements 

In the Short-Term (years 1-6 of this plan), Indian River County must work to improve GoLine service 
quality by increasing the availability of services while also improving and expanding related passenger 
amenities and facilities. It is recommended that the Short-Term improvements described in this section 
be implemented within the next in six fiscal Years (FY 2025-30). These are the most critical needs of the 
GoLine system. 
Indian River County to secure new grant funding in FY 2024. 

Weekday Service Span Expansion 
Service Span increases allow GoLine to serve a larger variety of trip purposes and greater flexibility 
during the day. Throughout the development of this TDP, this was the need that current riders and 
members of the public requested the most. To accommodate GoLine customers that requested early 
morning and later evening services, it is recommended that Indian River County extend the GoLine 
service span for all Weekdays (Monday-Friday). Currently GoLine Weekday service runs from 6:00 a.m. 
to 7:00 p.m. For this top priority, GoLine services will be expanded on Weekday evenings from 7:00 p.m. 
to 9:00 p.m. to maximize customer access and system connectivity. For this priority, every GoLine route 
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The annual replacement of Goline and Community Coach vehicles that have met their "Useful Life" 

(except Route 15) would have expanded hours of service, allowing residents to have greater daily access 
to transit on a countywide basis. In addition, the Community Coach complementary ADA paratransit 
service availability would also be expanded from 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. in support of fixed route service 
expansion. 

Saturday Service Span Expansion 
Currently, GoLine services (excluding Route 13), operate on Saturdays from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. To 
accommodate GoLine customers that requested early morning and later evening services, it is 
recommended that Indian River County extend the GoLine service span on Saturdays. For this short-
term priority, GoLine services will be expanded on Saturdays from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. In addition, 
service on Route 13 will be added on Saturdays so that all GoLine routes (except Route 15) are 
operational, maximizing access for the customer and system connectivity. Similar to the Weekday 
Service Span expansion, a Saturday Service Span expansion will greatly increase the usability and 
accessibility of the system throughout the day. In addition, the Community Coach complementary ADA 
paratransit service availability would also be expanded in the same time periods as the Saturday span 
increases. 

Addition of Sunday Service 
GoLine service is presently available 6 days a week, Monday through Saturday. Currently, no fixed route 
service is provided on Sundays. The addition of Sunday service was the third most common request 
from riders surveyed on the bus, public workshops, and online surveys. For this third service 
improvement priority, it is recommended that GoLine fixed route services be added on Sundays from 
8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. In addition, the Community Coach complementary ADA paratransit service 
availability would also be added to Sundays during fixed route operations. 

Short-Term Capital Improvements 

In the Short-Term Plan, there are several critical GoLine capital priorities required to keep the system 
safe and maintained in a State of Good Repair, while also supporting the customer and service 
experience and needs identified in this TDP outreach and analysis effort. 

Replacement Vehicles for Existing GoLine Service 

remains a critical priority for the system. By keeping both fleets in a State of Good Repair, Indian River 
County can meet the annual targets of its Transit Asset Management (TAM) Plan and keep maintenance 
costs manageable. Although this capital priority is not related to an expansion of existing service (see 
Long-Term Plan below), inflationary and supply-chair/production factors have raised the costs of 
purchasing new vehicles, impacting annual operating and capital budget considerations. 

Additional Bus Shelters and Seating 
The addition of bus shelters and seating at GoLine bus stops improves the safety and quality of the 
public transportation experience by the public. Up to 60 new bus shelter and/or seating installations are 
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Goline's existing scheduling 

programmed over the ten-year timeframe of the TDP and in most cases will be added to the highest 
ridership stops that currently lack this infrastructure. 

Modernize and Update Information Technology and Scheduling Systems 
Currently, system, customer service, automatic passenger counter, and next 
bus app systems provide efficient and up-to-date information to the riding public and greatly improve 
the quality of services provided. Over the ten-year span of this TDP, it is likely that this technology will 
evolve and change over time. This priority allows GoLine to be ready to invest in upgrades to these 
systems as they evolve so that customers and staff continue to have up-to-date system information. 

North County Transit Hub Improvements 
The addition of a fully functional North County Transit Hub remains a critical short-term capital priority. 
Indian River County has collaborated with the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) to upgrade 
the existing North County Hub in conjunction with the widening of CR 510, which will include the FDOT 
constructing all the site improvements for the new hub, such as the driveways and bus parking spaces. 
However, Indian River County will need to identify additional Federal Transit Administration (FTA) or 
FDOT capital funding that can be used to construct the covered shelters and a small restroom building 
needed to make the site a fully functional transit hub for GoLine services in the north part of the County. 

Low Emission Fleet Pilot Projects 
GoLine will pilot an electric vehicle on one GoLine fixed route, an effort that will also include the 
installation of charging equipment at the GoLine maintenance facility. In addition, two (2) propane 
vehicles will be added to the Community Coach system for Paratransit trips. These low emission pilot 
projects allow the SRA and Indian River County to test the cost effectiveness of these technologies and 
may lay the groundwork for a future investment into a full conversion of the GoLine and Community 
Coach fleet to these low emission technologies. 

Long-Term Service Improvements 

A second phase of service improvements, which require a substantial increase in public transportation 
investment, introduces service frequency improvements and new service delivery options for years 6-10 
of the TDP. The Long-Term service improvements increase the frequency of the most productive GoLine 
routes and introduce new and flexible on-demand service for areas without fixed routes. The Long-
Term service improvements represent a need that reflect a future vision of the GoLine system in Indian 
River County, and therefore will require the community to consider new dedicated local revenue 
sources beyond the more immediate Short-Term Service Improvements described above (see Chapter 8 
& 9). The following section briefly describes each Long-Term service need. 

On-Demand/Deviated Fixed Route Service Pilot on Sundays 
A less expensive option to the expansion of fixed route service on Sundays (see Short Term Service 
Improvements section above), is the addition of an On-Demand/Deviated Fixed Route Pilot project that 
introduces service for Sundays. In this scenario, two GoLine buses would provide on-demand service 
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- Route' s 2, 4, 6, & 8 

- Route's 1, 5, 9, & 10 

- Route' s 3, 7, & 14 

throughout the existing GoLine service area from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Sundays. This allows the 
community to have access to transit service, while also permitting Indian River County to better gauge 
the demand for public transportation services without the full investment into a full fixed route system 
for Sundays (as proposed in the Short-Term Service Improvements section above). 

Weekday Frequency Improvements 
Frequency of transit service is one of the most important determinants of improving convenience and 
accessibility of transit services for the public. With more frequent service, existing and new transit users 
can better budget their time and will likely increase their usage of the system. In addition, more 
frequent transit service ultimately can lead to ridership increases (see Chapter 6), while subsequently 
attracting new users to the system. For the GoLine system, increasing the frequency of buses from 60 
minutes to 30 minutes is proposed in phases based on current productivity and projected ridership 
gains: 

Phase One 
Phase Two 
Phase Three 

Frequency improvements are an expensive option to implement for any transit system. The 
implementation of these three phases of frequency improvements nearly doubles the size of the GoLine 
system. This implementation would require a much larger investment into the system than what is 
proposed in the Short-Term Plan. For this reason, frequency improvements remain a Long-Term Plan 
need and will remain outside of the financially feasible Short-Term financial plan (see Chapter 8). 

On-Demand Service Pilot Project 
There were numerous requests for GoLine service in areas near existing fixed routes. In some cases, 
GoLine can consider minor route changes/deviations to serve these areas. However, in many cases, it is 
difficult to serve all corners of Indian River County with existing or new fixed route services due to cost 
constraints and the need to keep existing and successful bus schedules efficient and on time. For these 
reasons, it is recommended that GoLine consider piloting a zonal-based on-demand service that can 
address trip needs in an area that will not have fixed route services.  The exact location of such service 
requires additional planning and monitoring of new growth and land use change in Indian River County. 
It is recommended that further studies within the next few years examine this need, especially the areas 
around Fellsmere/Route 10 and new growth areas along State Road 510. 

Long-Term Capital Improvements 

A second phase of capital improvements, requiring a substantial increase in public transportation 
investment, introduces several needs required to implement the Long-Term service needs.  As noted 
above, the addition of the three phases of frequency improvements will necessitate a doubling of the 
size of the current GoLine fleet and greatly enlarge the staffing needed to operate and maintain such as 
higher level of service. Therefore, critical infrastructure expansion is essential if the community elects to 
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double service availability. In addition to this expansion need, conversion of the fleet to low emission 
technologies and potential improvements to or replacement of a current Transfer Facility need to be 
considered. The following section briefly describes each long-term capital need. 

Maintenance Facility Upgrades 
The current GoLine Maintenance Facility in Vero Beach is owned by Indian River County but maintained 
and operated by the operator of GoLine and Community Coach services, the Senior Resource 
Association (SRA). To facilitate the optimal maintenance of the existing fleet, an expanded fleet, and 
low emission technology fleet conversion needs, a major upgrade to the existing facility will be required. 
At the minimum, the current garage will require the addition of two (2) new maintenance bays to 
properly service the short-term and long-term service needs. In addition to the bays, additional shop 
equipment and site parking improvements are needed to support short-term and long-term service 
changes. 

Fleet Expansion 
In order to implement the long-term route frequency improvements, a minimum of fourteen additional 
vehicles (including 3 spares) are required to operate expanded service. This expansion will essentially 
double the GoLine fleet from its current size. 

New/Upgraded Transfer Facility 
For this Long-Term need, GoLine will need to consider upgrading and/or replacing the Indian River Mall 
Transfer Facility if the mall location ever becomes tenuous or inoperable due to a closure and or major 
change in use of the site. If a new facility is required, it is optimal that it be found near the current mall 
location. 

Low Emission Fleet (Electric & Propane) Conversion 
The current GoLine and Community Coach fleet operates on diesel or gasoline fuel technologies. A full 
conversion to electric (GoLine) and propane vehicles (Community Coach), along with the installation of a 
related charging and fueling equipment network, remains a Long-Term goal. 

Alternatives Evaluation 

This section presents the evaluation process that was used to identify the 10-Year TDP Alternatives. The 
main goal of an Alternatives Evaluation process is to pull together the findings from the previous 
components of the TDP and formulate them into a set of transit needs that can prioritized based on 
both qualitative and quantitative criteria. 

As highlighted earlier in this section, the basis for developing a concise list of transit operational, capital, 
and policy needs (Short-Term & Long-Term) was based on summarizing the key findings from the 
previous sections of this TDP: 

1.0 Baseline Conditions Assessment 
2.0 Existing Service & Performance Evaluation 
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Public Support 

Transit Markets 

Productivity & 
Efficiency 

Safety & State 
of Good Repair 

Customer 
Service 

Enhance 
Mobility 

Priority 

Ranking of 

TOP 
Alternatives 

3.0 Public Involvement 
4.0 Situation Appraisal 
5.0 Goals & Objectives 
6.0 Transit Demand Assessment 

In addition, a series of Evaluation Criteria were adopted to accurately reflect findings identified in 
previous Sections of the TDP and their importance in assisting in the development of a final set of 
Alternatives located at the end of this Chapter (see Figure 7-1 below). 

Figure 7-1. TDP Alternatives Development and Evaluation Process 

Six evaluation criteria (see Figure 7-2) were selected and considered most critical for needs evaluation 
and prioritization: 

Public Support 
Transit Markets 
Productivity & Efficiency 
Safety & State of Good Repair 
Customer Service 
Enhance Mobility 
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Safety & State of Good 
Repair 

!ml'fH Ph:! · 

•Input/findings from public outreach, including members of the 
public, elected officials, and the MPO Boards and Committees. 

•TDP Sources: Chapter 3.0- Public Involvement Plan, 4.0 
Situation Appraisal. 

•Access/connectiviity to transit markets including: Travel 
Patterns/Behavior, Traditional, Regional, .and Equity-Based. 

•TDP Source-s-: Chapter 1.0 Baseline Conditions, 2.0 Existing 
Service & Performance Evaluation, 3.0 Public Involvement, 4.0 
Situation Appraisal, 6.0 Demand Assessment. 

•Measurements of ridership, service efficiency, and costs as it 
relates to service needs and proposed service improvements. 

•TDP Sources: Chapter 2.0 E:xisting Service & Pe-rforrnance 
Evaluation, 4.0 S_ituation Appraisal, 6.0 Demand Assessment. 

• Investments and policies that miximize the safety and long­
ter m useful life of operational and captia l aspects of the 
t ransit' agency. 

•TDP Sources: Chapter 2.0 E:xisting Service & Pe-rforrnance 
Evaluation, 4.0 Situation Appraisal, 5.0 Goals & Objectives. 

• Investments and policies that improve-the cust omer 
expeience. 

•TDP Sources: Chapter 2.0 Exist ing Servrce & Performance 
Evaluation, 3.0 Public Involvement Plan, 4.0 Situation 
Appraisal. 

• Investments and policies that increase and improve the 
mobility service opt ions in the service area. 

•TDP Source: Chapter 2.0 Ex.istingServlce & Performance 
Evaluation, 3.0 Public Involvement Plan, 4.0 Situation 
Appraisal, 6.0 Demand Assessment. 

It is important to note these six areas of evaluation were analyzed throughout the TDP development 
process, as detailed in Figure 7-2 below. 

Figure 7-2. TDP Alternatives Evaluation Criteria 
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Alternatives Summary 

A summary of prioritized needs is provided in Table 7-1 and outlines the short and long-term priorities 
described above. For this planning effort, it is recommended that Indian River County invest in the 
Short- orities within the next six years (FY 2024-FY 2029). For the 
Long-Term Plan needs (FY 2026-33), it is recommended that such expansion be considered in more 
detail by the community and elected officials after the Short-Term improvements are implemented. 

Table 7-1. Indian River County Transit Priority Needs FY 2024-33 

Need Planned Improvement Implementation Year Priority 
FY 24 FY 25 FY 26 FY 27 FY 28 FY 29 FY 30 FY 31 FY 32 FY 33 

SHORT-TERM PLAN (YRS. 1-6) 
Weekday Service Span Expansion 
(from 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.) 

1 

Saturday Service Span Expansion 
(from 8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m to 7:00 
a.m. to 7:00 p.m.) 

2 

Saturday Service for Route 13 2 

Addition of Sunday Service (8:00 a.m. 
- 5:00 p.m.) 

3 

SHORT-TERM PLAN (YRS. 6-10) 
Replacement Vehicles - Existing 
Service 

1 

Additional Bus Shelters & Seating 2 

North County Transit Hub 
Improvements 

3 

Low Emission Fleet Pilot Project 4 

Next Bus App & APC System 
Upgrades 

5 

Scheduling System Updates 
(including Same-Day Scheduling) 

6 

LONG-TERM PLAN (YRS. 6-10) 
On-Demand/Deviated Fixed Route 
Pilot on Sundays 

1 

Weekday Frequency Improvements 
(Phase One): Route's 2, 4, 6, 8 

2 

On-Demand Service Pilot (Area TBD) 3 

Weekday Frequency Improvements 
(Phase Two): Route's 1, 5, 9, & 10 

4 

Weekday Frequency Improvements 
(Phase Three): Route's 3, 7, & 14 

5 

LONG-TERM PLAN (YRS. 3-10) 

Maintenance Facility Upgrades 1 

Fleet Expansion (for Frequency 
Improvements) 

2 

New/Upgraded Transfer Facility 3 

Low-Emission Fleet (Electric & 
Propane) Conversion 

4 
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CHAPTERS 

TEN-YEAR TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

• 

• 

10-Year Transit Plan 
This section summarizes the recommendations for GoLine over the next 10 years. The recommendations 
consider public input, discussions with Indian River County and GoLine staff and leadership, public and 
agency-based stakeholders, an analysis of the GoLine system and service area, and available or potential 
funding that can assist in implementing these priorities. 

The plan calls for improving the current service quality by expanding service span, weekend service, and 
needed capital, infrastructure, and information technology investments. This section will also include a 
summary of assumptions for the capital and operating costs and revenues to support the Short-Term 
recommendations (financial plan), outline the costs associated with the list of unfunded Long-Term 
needs, and provide suggestions on approaches to identifying new funding for both sets of needs. 

TDP Recommended Alternatives: Short-Term Plan 

As a result of the alternatives evaluation process (see Section 7.0), the following section describes the 
Recommended Alternatives, or Short-Term Plan, for the Indian River County TDP. This includes a 
summary list of priorities targeted for the GoLine system: 

Fixed Route Service Enhancements Implementation of expanded GoLine service periods: 
o Weekday Service Span from 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. (FY 2025) 
o Saturday Service Span of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. (FY 2027) 
o Addition of Route 13 service on Saturdays (FY 2027) 
o Addition of Sunday service (FY 2029) 
o All fixed route service enhancements also must include the provision of expanded 

Community Coach complementary ADA paratransit service for each span increase and 
for Sundays (FY 2025-29) 

Capital & Infrastructure Improvements to existing capital equipment/facilities and 
investments into new fleet, facility, and bus stop-related infrastructure, and upgrades of existing 
and investments into new customer-friendly information technology systems. 

Table 8-1 provides a prioritized and chronological summary list of the Short-Term Plan for the Indian 
River County TDP for the FY 2024-2033 timeframe. 
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Need Planned Improvement 
Implementation Year 

Priority 
1st Yr. Annual Total Capital 

FY 24 FY 25 FY 26 FY27 FY 28 FY 29 FY 30 FY 31 FY 32 FY 33 Operating Cost Cost 

SHORT-TERM PLAN (YRS. 1-6) 
Weekday Service Span Expansion @ 1 $507,646 $0 
(from 7:00 o.m. to 9:00 o.m.l 

w Saturday Service Span Expansion u 
~ (from 8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m to 7:00 @ 2 $165,176 $0 
w a.m. to 7:00 p.m.) 
"' 3: Saturday Service for Route 13 @ 2 $73,115 $0 w z 

Addition of Sunday Service (8:00 a.m. @ 3 $296,485 $0 
- 5:00 p.m.) 

SHORT-TERM PLAN (YRS. 6-10) 

Replacement Vehicles - Existing @ @ @ @ @ 
w Service 

@ @ @ @ @ 1 $0 $6,804,928 

a: 

6 Additional Bus Shelters & Seating 
::) 

@ @ @ @ @ 2 $0 $812,449 

~ North County Transit Hub @ 3 $0 $1,750,000 
a: Improvements ... 
:!!: Low Emission Fleet Pilot Project @ 4 $0 $750,000 

" ~ Next Bus App & APC System @ 5 $0 $120,000 ii: Upgrades 
~ Scheduling System Updates 

(including Same-Day Scheduling) 
@ 6 $0 $200,000 

  
 
 
 

Table 8-1: Short-Term Plan  

 

Financial Plan 

In the financial plan, operating and capital costs and revenue assumptions are made for all of the Short-
Term Plan priorities in addition to the cost of maintaining existing GoLine and Community Coach services 
over a ten-year period (FY 2024-2033).  Notably, the Financial Plan addresses how Indian River County 
can match the recommended Short-Term Plan priorities with available and potentially new financial 
resources.   

Cost estimates in the TDP are based on a wide variety of data, including professional experience, recent 
procurements, peer agency costs, NTD data, trend analyses, fleet planning, and discussions with Indian 
River County and Senior Resource Association (SRA) staff. Revenue projections account for capital and 
operating revenue from several sources, including state and federal grants, allocated county funding, 
and advertising sales. 

Financial Plan Assumptions 
The Financial Plan includes the costs and estimated revenue estimates required to maintain existing 
GoLine and Community Coach services and the addition of all Short-Term service and capital 
improvements that the TDP identified as priorities for the community.   The Financial Plan is summarized 
in a ten-year snapshot of the total budget picture covering FY 2024-2033.  The Financial Plan is divided 
into the following categories and related assumptions: 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

investment from the County's General Fund 

Operating Expenses estimated operating costs for existing and planned service upgrades in 
the categories related to operations, including but not limited to salaries and benefits. Other 
assumptions include: 

o The current hourly cost to operate the existing GoLine and Community Coach service is 
utilized to project the cost of all new services, regardless of mode. 

o Typically, a 2% inflationary factor is applied annually to each expense category. 
Operating Revenues estimated operating revenues for existing and planned service upgrades 
utilizing existing and new revenue sources, including revenue from grant funds and advertising. 
Other assumptions include: 

o Existing grant revenue from state and federal sources (and local match) continues and 
grow modestly each year. 

o One-time FTA operating funding originating from the COVID-19 Pandemic are expended 
by FY 2024 and not carried over to this financial plan. 

o Anticipated new state and federal operating grant revenue sources (and associated local 
match) are added once service improvements begin in FY 2025. 

o As a fare-free system, no fare revenues are considered for the timeframe of this plan. 
Capital Expenses estimated capital costs for existing and planned capital and infrastructure 
investments required for the delivery of transit services. Other assumptions include: 

o Typically, a 2% inflationary factor is applied annually to each capital expense category. 
Capital Revenues estimated capital revenues for existing and planned capital and 
infrastructure investments. Other assumptions include: 

o New state and federal operating grant revenue sources (and required local match) are 
added beginning in FY 2025, which allows an increase FTA 5307 revenue allocations to 
be applied to capital needs. 

Short Term Financial Plan Summary 

The Short-Term Financial Plan (see Table 8-2) provides a 10-year picture of the estimated costs and 
revenues for the 10-Year TDP timeframe (FY 2024-33). The Financial Plan offers a look at potential cost 
and revenue estimates related to implementing all of the recommended Short-Term Plan alternatives. 
From this Financial Plan, some important conclusions can be drawn: 

1. The financial plan assumes an annually balanced budget for the entirety of the ten-year period. 
2. Indian River County can maintain existing services over the ten-year period if current local, 

state, and federal funding sources remain committed and adjust for annual inflation. 
3. Starting in FY 2025, investments into service span expansion would begin and will require 

greater to match new State and Federal grant 
funding. 

4. Both Operating and Capital budgets assume that some new grant funding will be secured as an 
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• 

investment program moves along, including but not limited to the following sources: 
Operating: 

o FDOT Service Development Grant Program 
o Transportation Disadvantaged (TD) Commission Innovation Grants 

Capital: 
o FTA funding (potentially flexed from Federal Highway Administration sources) 
o Other FTA discretionary federal sources (such as Lo-No or Infrastructure grants) 
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cost/Revenue Oesaiption FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 FY 2027 FY 2028 FY 2029 FY 2030 FY 2031 FY 2032 FY 2033 10-YearTotal 

OPERATINGANDCAPITALCOSTS{$) 

Operating Costs 

Maintain Existing Service 5,996,364 6,176,255 6,299,780 6,425,776 6,554,291 6,685,377 6,819,084 6,955,466 7,094,575 7,236,467 66,243,436 

New Service Modifications 0 507,646 517,799 766,445 781,774 1,093,895 1,115,773 1,138,088 1,160,850 1,184,067 8,266,338 

Total Operating Costs 5,996,364 6,683,901 6,817,579 7,191,221 7,336,065 7,779,272 7,9'14,857 8,093,555 8,255,426 8,420,534 74,509,774 

Capital Casts 

Replacement of Existing Vehicles 162,364 1,984,033 376,138 1,114, 224 1,471,604 179,263 235,265 186,505 719,093 376,439 6,804,928 

Existing Transit Capital 295,618 307,443 316,666 2,072,999 329,459 336,048 342,769 349,625 356,617 363,750 5,070,995 

New Transit Capital 0 150,000 2,500,000 156,000 0 162,240 320,000 168,730 0 175,479 3,632,448 

Total Capita/ Costs 457,982 1,291,475 692,804 3,187,223 1,801,064 515,311 578,035 536, 130 1,<TlS,710 740, 188 11,875,923 

Total Costs 6,454,346 8,975,376 7,510,383 10,379,444 9,137,129 8,294,583 8,512,892 8,629,685 9,331,136 9,160,722 86,385,697 

OPERATING REVENUE{$) 

Operating Revenues 

Federal 

Section 5307 1,949,395 2,163,279 2,436,466 2,706,202 2,737,074 3,077,848 3,122,823 3,173,853 3,225,384 3,277,402 27,869,727 

Section 5307Preventlve Maint. 695,701 716,572 730,903 745,521 760,432 775,640 791,153 806,976 823,116 839,578 7,685,593 

Section 5307 ADA 348,269 358,717 375,039 392,103 409,944 428,596 448,097 468,486 489,802 512,088 4,231,140 

Section 5311 364,312 180,000 123,000 125,460 131,168 133,792 139,879 142,677 145,530 148,441 1,634,260 

Section 5310 75,000 77,250 80,765 82,380 86,128 87,851 91,848 93,685 95,559 97,470 867,937 

State 

FOOT Block Grant 950,382 930,879 772,058 795,220 819,077 835,459 852,168 869,211 886,595 904,327 8,615,376 

FOOT Service Development Grant 0 300,000 306,000 312,120 318,362 324,730 331,224 337,849 344,606 351,498 2,926,389 

FOOT Corridor Grant 150,000 150,000 150,000 153,000 156,060 159,181 162,365 165,612 168,924 172,303 1,587,445 

TD Commission Funds 367,387 378,409 385,977 393,696 401,570 409,602 417,794 426,150 434,673 443,366 4,058,622 

Local 

County General Fund 1,027,947 1,358,785 1,385,961 1,413,680 1,441,954 1,470,793 1,500, 209 1,530,213 1,560,817 1,592,034 14,282,394 

Client Co-Pays/Donations, Other 15,000 15,450 15,759 16,074 16,396 16,724 17,058 17,399 17,747 18,102 165,709 

Advertising Revenue 52,971 54,560 55,651 56,764 57,899 59,057 60,238 61,443 62,672 63,925 585,181 

Total Operating Revenue 5,996,364 6,683,901 6,817,579 7,192,221 7,336,065 7,779,272 7,934,857 8,093,555 8,255,426 8,420,534 74,509,774 

Total Operating Cost 5,996,364 6,683,901 6,817,579 7,192,221 7,336,065 7,779,272 7,934,857 8,093,555 8,255,426 8,420,534 74,509,774 

Net Operating (Contingency/Need) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cost/Revenue Description FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 FY 2027 FY 2028 FY 2029 FY 2030 FY 2031 FY 2032 FY 2033 10-YearTotal 

CAPITAL REVENUE{$) 

Capital Revenues 

Section 5307 489,325 348,603 207,980 77,204 191,987 3,877 118,899 235,542 359,716 491,810 2,524,944 

Section 5339 220,736 227,358 231,905 236,543 241,274 246,100 251,022 256,042 261,163 266,386 2,438,528 

Section 5310 162,365 167,236 170,581 173,992 177,472 181,022 184,642 188,335 192,102 195,944 1,793,690 

New Fed. Discretionary Capital (TBD) 0 150,000 2,500,000 156,000 0 162,240 320,000 168,730 0 175,479 3,632,448 

Total Capital Revenue 872,426 893,197 3,110,465 643,740 610,733 593,238 874,562 848,648 812,981 1,129,618 10,389,610 

Total Capital Cost 457,982 2,291,475 692,804 3,187,223 1,801,064 515,311 578,035 536,130 1,075,710 740,188 11,875,923 

Net Capital {Contingency/Need) 414,444 -1,398,278 2,417,661 -2,543,483 -1,190,330 77,927 296,527 312,518 -262,730 389,430 -1,486,314 

Capital Reserve (Starting• $5,122,855) 5,537,299 4,139,021 6,556,682 4,013,199 2,822,869 2,900,796 3,197,323 3,509,841 3,247,111 3,636,541 3,636,541 

TOTAL REVENUE($) 

Total Revenue 6,868,790 7,577,098 9,928,044 7,835,961 7,946,799 8,372,510 8,809,420 8,942,203 9,068,406 9,550,153 84,899, 383 

Total Cost 6,454,346 8,975,376 7,510,383 10,379,444 9,137,129 8,294,583 8,512,892 8,629,685 9,331,136 9,160,722 86,385,697 

Net Total (Contingency/Need) 414,444 -1,398,278 2,417,661 -2,543,483 -1,190,330 77,927 296,527 312,518 -262,730 389,430 -1,486,314 

Reserve Balance 5,537,299 4,139,021 6,556,682 4,013,199 2,822,869 2,900,796 3,197,323 3,509,841 3,247,111 3,636,541 3,636,541 

Local Govt. Share of Revenue 15% 18% 14% 18% 18% 18% 17% 17% 17% 17% 17% 

  
 
 
 

Table 8-2: Short-Term Financial Plan 
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ss, can be "flexed" to FTA funds if the transit capital projects in the TDP are consistent with 

the MPO's Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). 

TDP's. Local funding can be used as "Local Match", which is required for 

Transit Operating Grants 
In order to implement the planned service changes in the Short-Term Plan, Indian River County will need 
to pursue and secure annual operating funding grants from the Florida Department of Transportation 
(FDOT). The State Transit Service Development Program is a discretionary grant program that funds up 
to 50% of the annual operating cost for new public transportation services. Local Match of 50% is 
required to secure a Service Development grant. As described above, the Short-Term Financial Plan 
assumes that Indian River County will be successful in securing a Service Development grant every three 
years, which will require an additional annual match from County General Funds as indicated in the plan. 
Other State discretionary grants, such as Transit Corridor funds, are also available for new operating 
expenses. 

Transit Capital Grants 
For the capital priorities of the Short-Term Financial Plan, there are two important assumptions. First, 
the capital plan component assumes that Indian River County will be successful in securing FDOT Service 
Development or Transit Corridor grants on an annual basis (see above section). By securing these 
operating funds, the County will be able to apply more of their Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
5307 formula funds toward capital needs that help maintain existing services. 

The second assumption is that the County will secure new discretionary funding from the FTA for all 
priority transit capital projects. Such funding is generally considered on a competitive basis annually. 
FTA discretionary grants include Section 5339 for transit vehicles and facilities. In addition, new sources 
of FTA discretionary grants appear on a regular basis and can be taken into consideration if there is a 
solid plan in place. Recent examples of this include the TIGER, ARRA, Lo-No and the Bipartisan 
Infrastructure Plan grant programs from the last ten years. Additionally, Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) funding, as part of the Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO) proce 

Local Funding 
Local funding from Indian River County government currently plays a critical role in funding GoLine 
services, as outlined in previous 
most State and Federal operating grant programs. In order to adopt the priority service enhancements 
in the Short-Term Plan, local funding as a match for State and Federal operating funding grants will need 
to increase on an annual basis starting in FY 2025. 

Unfunded Needs: Long-Term Plan 

As outlined in Chapter 7, there were additional needs for the GoLine system identified in the 
development of the FY 2024-33 TDP. This TDP makes the concerted effort to prioritize these needs in a 
limited financial environment, as outlined in the Short-Term Financial Plan section above. The Long-
Term service and capital needs are programmed for the last five years of the 10-year TDP cycle 
(generally years 6-10) but remain out of the Short-Term Financial Plan due to their much higher cost 
(see Table 8-3). 
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• 

- Route's 2, 4, 6, 8 (FY 2029) 

- Route's 1, 5, 9, & 10 (FY 2032) 

- Route's 3, 7, & 14 (FY 2033) 

• 

• 

Need Planned Improvement 
Implementation Year 

Priority 
1st Yr. Annual Total Capital 

FY 24 FY 25 FY 26 FY 27 FY 28 FY 29 FY 30 FY 31 FY 32 FY 33 Operating Cost Cost 

LONG-TERM PLAN (YRS. 6-10) I 

On-Demand/Deviated Fixed Route @ 1 $151,747 $0 
Pilot on Sundays 

w Weekday Frequency Improvements @ 2 $1,107,578 $1,671,241 u 
(Phase One): Route's 2 4 6 8 

~ 
On-Demand Service Pilot (Area TBD) @ $78,628 $171,586 w 3 .,, 

;: Weekday Frequency Improvements @ w 4 $1,147,134 $1,397,602 z (Phase Two) : Route's 1 5 9 & 10 

Weekday Frequency Improvements @ 5 $874,594 $895,176 
(Phase Three): Route's 3, 7, & 14 

LONG-TERM PLAN (YRS. 3-10) 

w Maintenance Facility Upgrades @ 1 $0 $5,000,000 
a: 

oil t Fleet Expansion (for Frequency @ @ @ 2 $0 $3,964,026 

~ I lmorovementsl 

New/Upgraded Transfer Facility @ 3 $0 $1,750,000 5 II: 
~ Low-Emission Fleet (Electric & @ 4 $0 $21,800,000 

Propane) Conversion 

  
 
 
 
The priorities for the Long-Term Plan include: 

Fixed Route Frequency Improvements  Three phases of Weekday Frequency Improvements 
((increasing service frequency from 60 minutes to 30 minutes) for the most productive routes in 
the GoLine system: 

o Phase One  
o Phase Two   
o Phase Three  

On-Demand & Fixed Route Service  Implementation of new service modes for GoLine, 
including the introduction of on-demand and/or deviated fixed route services: 

o On-Demand/Deviated Fixed Route Pilot for Sundays (FY 2029) 
o On-Demand/Deviated Fixed Route Pilot for New Service Area TBD (FY 2031) 

Capital & Infrastructure  Expansion of existing maintenance facility for expanded fleet and new 
low emission technologies, expansion of the existing GoLine Fixed Route fleet (addition of 
fourteen new buses) to deliver the three phases of Frequency Improvements, upgrade or 
development of a new transfer facility if the current site at the Indian River Mall is repurposed 
or closes, and conversion to a low emission fleet for both the Community Coach and GoLine 
fleets. 

Table 8-3:  Long-Term Plan (Unfunded): FY 2024-33 

 

Financial Strategies for Long-Term Plan Implementation 
As described above, the Long-Term Plan outlines service and capital needs (see Table 8-2) that if 
implemented, will effectively double the size (fleet, staffing, maintenance facility needs) of the GoLine 
Fixed Route system.  For any transit agency, such an expansion is an expensive proposition that requires 
further analysis and community consensus building beyond the confines of a TDP development process.  
For many communities in Florida, such an expansion in a transit system requires an exploration of 
securing new sources of local funding, such as a Dedicated Sales Tax and/or Infrastructure tax that 
earmarks funding for the identified needs. 
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ur20.33 

GoLine should consider a partial implementation of the Long-Term Plan if the needs in the Short-Term 
Plan needs are addressed first. For example, in some communities, there are State Transit Corridor 
Program grants awarded for Frequency Improvements for a productive or regional-connected corridor. 
It is possible that Indian River County could secure such an operating grant and potentially secure a 
much lower Local Match than is typical for State Block or Service Development Grants. If this becomes 
evident in discussions with the transit partners at FDOT District Four, one or two routes from the Long-
Term Plan could essentially be elevated to be included in the Short-Term Plan since they would then be 
financially feasible. 

For Long-Term Capital Needs, it is possible that Federal Discretionary funding (5307, 5339) could be 
secured to provide upgrades to the existing Maintenance Facility before or at the same time grants for 
frequency improvements are secured. As described above, the FTA regularly advertises new grant 
opportunities for such needs. This also applies to the Low Emission Fleet need, which was recently 
submitted to the recent FTA 5339 Low and No Emission Vehicle Program grant process for the 
conversion of the entirety of the GoLine (from diesel to electric) and Community Coach (from gasoline to 
propane) fleets. Although the recent Lo-No grant submittal was not awarded by the FTA, it 
demonstrates that new and large capital grant funding opportunities do arise and complement the 
Short-Term Plan priority investments. 

Marketing Program 

It is a recommended best practice that transit agencies such as GoLine further develop and maintain a 
marketing program that raises awareness of the existing service and potential improvements of the 
agency. An ongoing marketing effort can lead to more visibility among the community and demonstrate 
the important role(s) GoLine plays in the community. In addition, continued marketing and outreach 
also allows GoLine to adjust service and capital priorities based on public and community feedback. 
Often, such changes are common, and can be reflected in the TDP Annual Progress Reports that follow 
the passage of this Major TDP effort. 
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CHAPTER9 

PLAN IMPLEMENTATION & COORDINATION 

TDP Coordination & Implementation 
This section addresses the important additional steps that must be taken to effectively coordinate and 
implement the findings from this TDP. This includes integrating the plan with existing local, state, and 
regional plans and associated partners. 

Post-Adoption Outreach 

The completion and subsequent adoption of the FY 2024-33 TDP offers Indian River County an excellent 
opportunity to include TDP findings and needs into future public involvement, outreach, or marketing 
efforts. In particular, efforts to continue to reach out to senior, low-income, and other transit-
dependent populations offers immediate benefits to these communities while also allowing staff to be 
able to gauge and update the priorities of this TDP on an annual basis. Likewise, post-adoption outreach 
to non-traditional transit markets allows the County to gauge interest in the potential for new services 
and other needs. 

Consistency with Federal, State and Local Plans 

The Indian River County FY 2024-2033 TDP is a comprehensive transit plan that identifies areas of 
strength and needed growth for public transportation services in the County over the next ten years. As 
such, the plan also attains consistency with a number of local and state plans. As a multi-modal and 
strategic transit plan, the TDP is consistent with the following plans: 

Indian River County 2030 Comprehensive Plan 
City of Fellsmere Comprehensive Plan 
Town of Indian River Shores Comprehensive Plan 
Town of Orchid Comprehensive Plan 
Transportation Disadvantaged Service Plan (TDSP) 
GoLine Title VI Plan 
GoLine Transit Asset Management Plan (TAM) 
SRA Public Transportation Agency Safety Plan (PTASP) 
2045 Treasure Coast Regional Long Range Transportation Plan (RLRTP) 
Indian River County MPO 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 
Indian River County MPO FY 2023/24 - 2027/28 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
MPO Congestion Management Process Plan 
MPO Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan (update starts in late 2023) 
Florida Transportation Plan (FTP) 
FDOT State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) 
FDOT District Four Work Program (WP) 
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TDP are consistent with the region's transportation goals & objectives . 

"Funded" and "Unfunded" 

By coordinating with these ongoing planning efforts, Indian River County can position itself to secure 
optimal support and funding for implementation of the Short-Term and Long-Term Plans priorities. 

Consistency with Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) Planning Process 

As described in the previous sections, many findings and needs identified in the Indian River County FY 
2024-33 

Indian River County MPO 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 
The 2045 LRTP was adopted in 2020 and offers a multimodal approach to solving multiple transportation 
challenges in Indian River County. In particular, the adopted Goals and Objectives of the 2045 LRTP lay 
the groundwork for further transit investments in the community: 

Goal 1 Providing an efficient transportation system that is connected, responsive, aesthetically 
pleasing and meets the needs of all users. 
Goal 2 Enhancing mobility for people and freight and provide travel alternatives. 
Goal 3 Protecting the natural and social environment. 
Goal 4 Maintaining a safe transportation system for all users. 
Goal 5 Preserving and maintaining the transportation system and transportation 
infrastructure. 

The adopted 2045 LRTP identifies and number of funded and unfunded transit priorities that were 
duplicative of the previous Indian River County FY 2018 TDP effort: 

Funded Priorities: 
o Service Improvements - maintain existing Weekday and Saturday levels of service 
o Capital Improvements - vehicle replacements, bus stop infrastructure, North County 

Transit Hub 
Unfunded Priorities: 

o Extend weekday evening hours to 8-9 pm (now 7 pm) 
o Extend Saturday hours to 7 am-7 pm (now 8 am-5 pm) 
o Add Sunday service 
o Increase frequencies on select routes 

The Indian River County FY 2024-33 TDP is consistent with the adopted 2045 LRTP and takes further 
steps to identify realistic steps to fund and implement many of the transit 
projects from the 2045 LRTP, as demonstrated in the proposed Short-Term Plan (see Table 9-1) service 
and capital priorities in this TDP. 
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Need Planned Improvement 
Implementation Year 

Priority 
FY 24 FY 25 FY 26 FY 27 FY 28 FY 29 FY 30 FY 31 FY 32 FY 33 

SHORT-TERM PLAN (YRS.1-6) 
Weekday Service Span Expansion li'.1 1 
(from 7:00 o.m. to 9:00 o.m.l 

w Saturday Service Span Expansion 
V 

> (from 8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m to 7:00 li'.1 2 
a: 
w a.m. to 7:00 p.m.) Ill 

;: 
Saturday Service for Route 13 li'.1 2 w z 
Addition of Sunday Service (8:00 a.m. li'.1 3 
-5:00 p.m.) 

SHORT-TERM PLAN (YRS. 6-10) 

Replacement Vehicles - Existing li'.1 li'.1 li'.1 li'.1 li'.1 li'.1 li'.1 li'.1 li'.1 li'.1 1 
w Service 
a: 

t Additional Bus Shelters & Seating li'.1 li'.1 li'.1 li'.1 li'.1 2 
::, 

~ North County Transit Hub li'.1 3 
a: Improvements ... 
~ Low Emission Fleet Pilot Project li'.1 4 
oll 
..I 

~ Next Bus App & APC System li'.1 5 ii: Upgrades < 
I.I 

Scheduling System Updates 

(including Same-Day Scheduling) li'.1 6 

Table 9-1: FY 2024-33 TDP Short-Term Plan Priorities 

Indian River County MPO 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 
The adoption of the FY 2024-33 TDP in 2023 will allow Indian River County to have fresh data, analysis, 
and findings that can greatly inform the development of the next LRTP. Work on the Indian River 
County MPO 2050 LRTP will begin in 2024, with a planned adoption in 2025. Indian River MPO staff 
plans to incorporate the Short and Long-Term Plans from the FY 2024-33 TDP into the 2050 LRTP 
process. 

Performance Measurement and Implementation 

It is crucial that the Indian River County MPO and Senior Resource Association (SRA) collectively monitor 
the progress of implementing the Short-Term Plan elements of the FY 2024-33 TDP. In order to this, it is 
recommended that a Performance Measurement process and tracking tool be used that can outline (on 
an annual basis) the progress of each stated TDP Goal, Objective, and Action (see Chapter 5). As 
outlined in Table 9-2, Indian River County MPO staff can the track progress in implementing the stated 
Goals and Objectives on an annual basis and report this in TDP Annual Progress Reports (APRs). 
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Go.LJ e T. menrPlai Ws 

Table 9-2: Performance Monitoring Tool for the FY 2024-33 TDP 

Objective Action/Performance Measures Targets 
FY 2024 

Performance 
FY 2024 
Status 

Increase Annual Ridership from 1.2M to 1.75M by 2033 Annual Increase In Ridership TBD 

Increase Weekday Service Span Addition of Weekday Service Span end in FY 2025 TBD 

Increase Saturday Service Span Addition of Saturday Service Span in FY 2027 TBD 

Addition of Rt. 13 Service on Saturdays Addition of Rt. 13 Service in FY 2027 TBD 

Addition of Sunday Service Addition of Sunday Service in FY 2029 TBD 

Addition of New Shelters & Seating at Bus Stops 10 New Shelters or Simme Seats Installed Annually TBD 

1.2 Achieve On-Time Performance of 95% or Better Observe OTP of 95% or Better TBD 

1.3 Maintain Vehicles & Facilities in State of Good Repair Meet or Exceed Annual Asset Performance Measures TBD 

Action/Performance Measures Targets 
FY 2024 

Performance 
FY 2024 
Status 

Maintain Previous FY County General Fund Levels TBD 

Increase Annual County Investment in GoLine Svc. Expansion TBD 

Increase Annual State Investment in GoLine Svc. Expansion TBD 

Action/Performance Measure Targets 
FY 2024 

Performance 
FY 2024 
Status 

Maintain or Increase Annual Coordination Meetings/Events TBD 

Maintain Unfunded TDP Project Priorty List in MPO Process TBD 

Ensure Transit-Supportive Infrastructure Considered in MPO Plans TBD 

Action/Performance Measures Targets 
FY 2024 

Performance 
FY 2024 
Status 

Maintain Accessibility of GoLine System & Facilities TBD 

Ensure Accessibillity of New GoLine Services & Facilities TBD 

2.1 

Continue Cost-Effective & Efficient Transit Service Analysis & 
Reporting 

Continue to Engage in and Implement Public Involvement and 
Regional Coordination Elements of the Transportation Process 

Ensure that Public Transportation Services and Facilities in 
Indian River County are Accessible Goal 4: Ensure the provision of a safe and 

accessible public transportation system in 
Indian River County Meet of Exceed Annual Safety (PTASP) Performance Measures 

Goal 1: Enhance the quantity and quality of 
service 

Goal 2: Continue to build consensus and 
community support for funding of existing 

and planned GoLine service needs 

TBD 

2.2 

3.1 

1.1 

Goal 3: Engage in coordination activities with 
transportation providers and jurisdictions at 
the local, regional, state, and federal level 

Ensure that GoLine Services are Maintained and Operated in a 
Safe and Secure Environment. 4.2 

4.1 

Maintain or Increase Local Investment into GoLine Operations 

Continue Monitoring of System to Maintain Annual Service 
Performance Efficiencies 

Work with municipal & county governments to include transit-inclusive 
designs & infrastructure in development review process 

TBD 

TBD 
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INDIAN RIVER 
COUNTY 

METROPOLl'tAN 
PLANN ING 

ORGANIZATION 

YIU!l'f}' .t.dmi~ls-tratlap 
Bv.il lngA 

1801 271'1 Stn1~• 
Vero kid>. fl 

3:;1.960 

l",o-.772-U6--l◄S5 
h>-: 711.9711. 1806 

&m1 : blf"6•ft'l1n@irqJJ11.1torr, 

Votl~ Me:mbcrr. 

Cl17 of O.bllll ... 

Cl!r of \lm-o Ilea<• 

l".don P.h•e-r C1J1tJ11t'r 
S•h~~k 0Jm1cc 

Na .Yo TII l'l"'"ll•t•­

Ta;,,,-'11 Qr,hl'~ 

Fl.ot1c1 O•p~ron""t or 
Tnn,_,a,u,l~n 

s .. ,, c,,,...,i.., 
lrr.t11 f reeman.. AI CP 

November 7, 2022 

Ms. Jayne Pietrowski, AICP 
Senior Transit Coordinator 
Modal Development Offlce - FOOT District Fsou r 
3~00 W st Commerdal Boulevard 
fort L,rnderdale, F1or[da 33309-3421 

Dear Ms. Pietrowski: 

Please accept th is correspondence to forrm1lly .iddress the ?ubllc 
lnvo1vement Phrn (PIP) requi remerits of t he Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDon Tra nsit Development Plan tTDP) Ru le (Rule no. 14-
73.001 1t le: Public Transit! that calls for an active public irwolvement 
process throughcu the development of the Indian County FY 2023-32 

fO P. 

I req uest your approval of the Indian River County FY 2023-32 mp PIP as 
represented in the attached description of pmgram elements an,d 
act ivities. As delineated in the attached, our TDP team, which Includes 
staff frorn the Senior Resource Associ;ition (SRA) and the Centef for Urban 
Transportation Research (CUTR), wi ll uttlize a variety of in-person a,nd 
onllni!! outreaJh •effo rts to.g;imer publlc and oommu11 i~y io~ut into the 
short and lo~ -terrn tr.ms1t progra needs of the lnd tiln River County 

Goline system. 

Please foel free to contact me ( you .h,Ne anv questions. As always, v.re 
appreda,te the continued support ,md involvement of FDOT District foLlr 
and the shared efforts o enlrn11ce transit and mob ility se1Vi!ces in Indian 
River County. 

Sincerely,~ 

/::J~/--------
Bfian Fre!?m.in, A1C P 
St.iff Director 

cc: Lisa Ma.ic;k, Passenge r Operations Manager, FDOT D1strict four 
r<arnn Deigl, President/C 0, SRA 
Martin Catala, Progrilm Manager, CUlR 
Jonathan Roberson, Research As-,ocia:te, CU R 
Chris Stephensori, Dlrec~orofTr,msportat ion, SRA 
Jon Howard, Senior Planner, Indian Rive r County 
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~go~ 
iflorida Depar.tment of Tronsp.ortation 

RON !IES,\N'IlS 
GOVERNOR 

M:r. Brian Freeman 
Staff Director 
Indian Riv,e:r County 

3400 West Commercial Boulee,'i!rd 
Forl I.ande:rdale, FL 33 309 

Derember B 102_ 

Metropohmn. Plal:ltllllg Organization 
] 801 _ th Street 
Vero Beach Florida 32960 

Dear l\lk Freeman: 

RE : 'frn.usif De,·elopment Pfau .Public Inv•olvemeut Pfau (IDI' PIP) 
C omplianee Deterinina tion 

JARED TI'. l'IERDUE, P .E. 
Si.CRIITARY 

The Honda Depa:rtmet11t of'fransportati.on. (FDOT) ~ re ·i.e,v:ed and appmves Indian. River 
C<iunty s 2023-2032 TDP PIP and finds that the agency has satisfied its ohl.igatcions pursuant 
to the .reqni:remenrm of Chapter 14.: 3 of the Flo1ida Admiwstrati:,;re Code~ 

If you have any question;~ or comments regarding the re;;nlits of the mp PIP revi.ew process. 
p lease do not hesitate to contact me at 954-777-4661 or j a_yne.piefcrnwski@dot.stat:e.fl.us . 

cc: File 

Sincerely, 

r;;~L~L- f ~ ~Mt:.i 
Lm , 1nll':,w ... "' 1,:;• 1111 

Jayne .Pietrowski, AICP 
S enior Trruisit Coordinator 
Office of · fodal Development 
D istrict Fom 

w.vw .fdot.gov 
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INTRO DUCTION 

Gio lL'in e' is prepari" !§ its. .ex t te,n-year 'trans,it d e1,elopme-<11t tplan {TDP}, w frl i'd1 will s,e.-,,,e ·a s,tratesgic p:la n fol" 

liram it seivi,ce.s. in tnd ia·n Rivef" Caunty, lori.da. The ten -yea,r TDP is r-equi retl to De· co:mpJete d e Ye lfli' five 

y e,;us am l is requ ired by State .Statu lJe_ This T Df' w ill cove,1--!Jhe tran sit :sys:tem 111eed :s: for· ln::lian 'R:ivier 
Co1.mtyfof" t h e ti me period Df 20123- 2.032_ 

A 11:.ey compo:n.em .of any t e n -year IDP is;-tlie de.".'elopmell'lt of a Pub lic ln voll,emen t Plan {Pl P'). whim 
seives as a deta iled .s.ummaFY of a ll o-rtihie pub lilc:outrea.ch actilllliti;e:s: tlrlat w ill lH! p'Eeriot'me d in s upport o 
·tt,,e dev elopme nt of ea.ch respernv:e TD?_ This Gol.Jn e PIP is, d esig,ne t ·o corrnpl¥ ·w ilih State· S·tat.ute.s; 

(Ru le 14--73!00rll - Public T1ra.m - I, w1hidh ·r.e<iu i re!S t hat tile p l"epar.ati,an of a IDP d ev e.loprrnem p.-ocess 

sha II in tlude• 1ih e fo l lo wing: 

• A PIP appiroved lb¥ t!he Florid a Depanm e,nt:of T1ral!'ISportatio:n (fOOT}·or t : e rocal Metropo!it:a:n 
ann ing Organ iza, -o n ( · · Cl} IP IP,. approved .av bot t h e Fe d era l Transit Ad m~llistra -o:n I TA) 

a nd lihe Fetleral i~way Administration {FHWA); 

• Est:abllished' im e lim its fori-eoeipt:ofliDP Corimnents; 
• A des.cri p -on of · 'he p.-ocess· utili!Z-ecl' am:Uhe public involve m en t: acti,, m es undertaken ; 

• l!lde a process w hei-eby comrrne'.nt:s mus:t be s.o'licited fr>Dm the r,egi:on.a r worl!:rorr.e 

board; 

• A PIP must i u de DJlpornmities. 101"the FOOT, PO, a nd tli e- rre6 i.ona l woikfo roe bca-rd ·t o 

i-e1a1ie-w alild comme m: on he de,.. e lopm e.m of m e missio n , goa , ohjea[ves, a l 1e m a --•,-es, amt 

t.en--yeaf" im p lemen atiolill program .. 

Special Acco mod abons 

An yon e who neead:s a, sip,eciail ac·oommod a -o n ·fo rany plalimed .P1IP a ctivity a hhis IDP m ust oon tact the 
Cou nty's Americans with Dis:a liiliti,es Act l:ADAj Coarni!iiatol' at 772 2:26 -11223 at leas,t 4S h oms· in a-c:lva nee 

1J'fthe m ee• ,-ng _ Pe,rs,a;ns who 1req ire speci:al a.ccom m od'.ilt ions liillder th:e Am,ericalikS w ith Disa'b-m - s. Act 

or pe:rsoRS w:ho n!quiTe transl·ation s ervice·s (-free of char ige•j s_oould com:act: MPO .stafif.at ,[n2) 226-1455 
or mpo@frcgpy.com a-i: lecaist s,e....en davs priorr to tne rne.ettn:g_ 

Title V I of t he Dvil Rights Act 

The Indian River 'etropa litan Pla 111111 i ng Organi<zat[:on fM li'IOl u ph els a 1 1 e '\J I .of t 'he Oivil Righ-ts Act 

prcrgram tha,t ;assJ111res t hat n o person , on ,g,-ou11ds of race, colo;r, ar n ationa l origin , ls ,exclud.ed from 

p arti.c~pr.1ting in, d en- d the bertetits of, Of" s u bj;ected to dilsarimination umier any _pr~ram o:r ad:'iv ity 
r~eaiving federaJ finan oia a,ssista.Ace frnm ·t'he 'Fed eral Highway .Admin istratio n (FHWA) Of" the edera I 
Tran.sit: Ad m i111in ra, -o n {FTA)_ This ad o ~ ea T e VI p:rogram e xte;nd:s: to,t he MIP O' s i den tifl.ed trans.it 

seivic:e (Go -lil,e ) and its transit s,ervice-o:peratoir (Sen ior Re.sou rce As:so cia,tion or S RA} and 'tiherefore 

ap plies to all p l'a n l!led IDP PIP activities. 

Li d Engltsh P o'iciencv {LEP] 

Unae,r 1lh.e 'T1 e \J1 of the Civrl Rights A.ct~ al I p ubfo: t:ra·ns pcm:a, "o n prn..,ocl.ers wh-o receiivea fed.era I fundin g 
ff"o m the Uni ted States Depa rtmen-i: of Tra-n:sponaltio n jl JSDOli), .m l!ISt e ns • re tih:a popula tion s ith 

!Limited En:glish Proficiency ILIE'P} have mea·ningliul access w be:neiits, in fOJ"m:atio n , services, a nd ai l otn e,r 
peninent infom11ati:o:n o:n programs: and associa,ted act irr. i· -es. As o utli.n.ed in the P0'5ad opted ntle VI 
Plan l http s:1/lrci:; av.cor:n/ m p o / Documems(liJ e-VJ-Program- 2.0i2Cl pdfl, 1mfiiain Ri11.e,r Co u1r1ty an d the 

IHDIAN RNEil .lllil-22 TOP PtmU[ I Dt.\'i: NT i'UIN 
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Goline trans- service o;perrator j'SRA) col lectii,,ely pro'llirfe staff a 1111d ou trea dh jpro,gram s drat raadi· the• 

m ajorr LEP' pop.ulations; i111 the oommunitjl. 

1111 lmfl'iln Rr.•e,r ColilTlty, the a-doptetl Trtle V.I Plan estlmi!tt!s1ih.at o verr 9-7% of tlhe pop1.1l'aii0111 speaks 
Spanish , wit h o,..er 4196 of this-1po:pu lafarn rwted ~ ".S,pea rng Ein,glish .Less Tlia,n Ve ry ,'ell-"_ In a;cJ;dititm, 

·traliiSlation :56[1j"ices {fur w ritten material and Di Ii n:!llual' staff fo rr m ee -ng.s:I are ji,rovided where feai;'ib[e 

(siee Special acoom m oda,tiollS seaion above or oontact iniforma -o · ). For the TOP, he on-!Joarrd s:un.rey, 
on li1111e•.s1.1rvey, and in-iH!i:stm mee ing m ate rials:wi11 be, pr0111ided in bo 17 Engris!h and Sp<,mis:h. In addi -cm, 
outreach arti,,.itiees w111 occur in loc:aJes Dfthe county that ha,ve he high e.s,t Sp-a.nisih-speaking 

p;o;pulations, in cluding he· City of Fells m e:re and surrou nding nr.nin COJ1Pora,tecl areas:. 

virn e t a I Justice 

E1nvironmen tal J usti;ee j'EJ] E:w:erutirve Order 1289'8, in cluded. as ar oomponem: of Title VI requirements, 
i::uarantees the a [Ttirea,tmentforr ;i,11 p-eople i-eg;arrdless ofra0e :a1111cl i111.come _ The lncfia·n Rivei-MIPO, in 

r::onj11nction wi h iit5Golin.e ope.rations anc:I the SRA, follows: EJ s:tan:d ards :so as to ensure tha t tiherre• i,s no 
high a:nd ad11.-e,rse human healt h or e lll'Yironme lilll:al effera of i:t:s programs, policies, and arn.ii ·ees on 
min Drily popl!lla, -olills :aru:I low-inoome pop111I .rtions,. Thoe i· 0 is committ-e,d to prrovi'din.g .servi,c:es. and 

outreach a:c ,-..,i .-es that addres:stlite• need s:o fm inority< pop-u1a -oll!S a nd low- income comm11miti;es in 

!lldian RiverCo unty_ 

P!tOJ ECT TIEAM 

The fo llo wing have heeri, ide,nified a:s 

"' IEJ:ec..utive C-0mmitt:ee: :the Exeou.ti\·e Committee '[ECI will manage tihe proje ct 0 11 behalf of Indian 

Rive r MP0 _ The prim.aryro1e ohh,e EC i.s to prolJi:d e sllrategicguidanc.e and direction to the• 
CIJTR Team and t ile o~'ei-all p:ro,ject_ The EC will ooordina,te w ith the CllJTIR Team o n ai bi-m onthly 

ba,sis, approve major delive.a'b es and othe.- required actions, revi:ew and a pproYe puDl"ic and' 

:st:al<:e.oolde;r presentatitm. in fonmation, :am:I oversee th e overrall prroject time'line .ani:t sdledule .. 
The, Exe:ou -.,.e Commi:ttee Members in ude .Sri:a11 freem an (MPO]. J'on Howarrd {MPOI, Karen 

.Deigl (Senior Resource Association) and Chris Sre,pherrtSon {Se,nior Res>crurce A:s.:rodation) . 

" Center for Urb an Transportaliion R.e.sea rdl I.CUIR} I earn: the, C.UTR Team , as the project 
rol'I.SU a m:, will malilclge a·nd he dai!,!·~to-d ay studv :activities/ana •sis, sdhedu le, a·nd b dget of 

th e TD _ The CIJTR Team wilf report.on a b i-rn.ontltlly bacSi<S to the Prroject Revi:ewlieam ,[PR and 

to the Revi:ew Committee on a qu arterly aasjs_ Tue CUTR earn will b-e overseen by M artin 
Catala, witih supporrt fro m Jonathan Roberson, Vicky li'e;Mk, Au:stin Sipiora, J odi Godfire,11.·, Melissa 

Del.eon , and :student as·s'is:tants t,rmn the U'111ivers:ity of Soulih Florida IUSF)_ 

" IRe'ltiewTeam Mem'lile.TS: to e ns,ure that the IJl.-Oject .advam:es w·ith the inpUI: of tey lo car and 

regional goals and dbjecti,,.e:.s, c.o"5istent coordina, - 011 (rev;iew/oommelilt.S, int,eivie·,1,rsj will occur 
wit h key partners al C:aree rSou rce Research Coast and -h,e Florida Departm e·nt of lirans:portatoon 
{FD0TI District IV_ Rev iew Team embers w•ill plary a, ma,jo r 1role in the 1revie o m ajor 

del:il.rerables: {Tech Mem o's 1-4, fina,I draft TD?) and pa1rticipate i1111 critical stake h oldlE!r inte rvie-w:s 

during the outreach pha,se o tile project. 

INDIAN RIVE 2023-22 TDI' PIJl>LJC IF>, 'DL\IEMENT PIAN 
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Table .1 TDP Proj~ Team Memb~ 

TEAMMEMBEJI ORGANIZATION TITLE/ ROLE 

EXEC-UTIVE COMMITTEE I 

Bria n Freeman Indian River MPO MPO Staff Directot 

Jo n Howard Indian River MPO Senior Pia nner 

Jo;aren Deicl Senior Resi;:,uric.e Association Pres1dent/CIEO 

Cntis Stephenson Senior Re:souri:-e ~soc,iatlon Diredor of Tra ntp;:irta tlon 
CONSULT~ TEAii/i I 
M:a,rtin Catilllai CLJTR Project Manager 

Joflalthan Robenon CUTR Co-Project Man.i_g,e.r-
REVIEW TEAM MEMBERS I 

J;iyne Pietlo\\!Slci HJIOTI)~, FOOT Reviewer 

Dale Shepperson 
CareetSo rte Re~arch Coast - Operati.o ns nr,r._/Wor orce 

!rnl1an River Ca ree,r Ctr. □ eveloplment Board Stakelmlder 

STAKEHOLDERS 

The Indian River M l?O has identif ied a number of important individll.al and ag,ency-ba!;ed stakeholders 
who be given ilie opportun ity :l!o provide intput into the deve,lop ent ,of he FY 2023-32 TDP. A 
Stakeholderi:s defined as an individ ual from an agency, rnmmunity or -elected position wlho has a d'irect 
role in th e devefopmern: and .success of public tra:nsporta:l!ion and moiJ°,lity .se rvices in Indian River 
County. Typically, a Stakceholder is familiar with Gol.ine and related obility senrices ,and has a stake in 
t he optimal u&e and success of s;aidl services and related! programs. 

for the Indian River County FV 2023-32 TDP effort, major Stalke.holders have been irnitia lly identified but 
are not Ii ited to the fol I owing cat,egorie.s: 

• Elected officials (County and munk ipal ) 
• Workforne ,development board!. 

• Cha1mbers ofcomme,rce and eco:nomic development ·organizat ions 
• erghlborhood andl community org~miza ·on,s 

• Health and ihuman services orgar:1iz:atiorn; 
• .Bicyde and pedestrian advisory committees 
• Affordable housing advocates. 
• Noni-profit and service orga niz:ati oru 

• Loca1 mordin.ati ng boards 
• Sdtoo! and university/college ir,epresientatives 
• Otizen advisory· committees. 
• Tech njca l a dvisory committees 
• Tourism buireaus 
,. , State ,a1nd federal agencies ltranspoii:ation, e n:vimnmental, planning) 

ror th1is effort, a combimmon ofi n-person interviews and meetings will be utilized to re{jeive in put i.nto 
1:h e pub I ic transportation and mobility needs of the community·. Th e CUITR l eam expects to comp I ete up 
to ten (10) i n7Pernon Stake ho!deir 1 nterview.s, to be mm pleted! by May of 2023. 
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GENERAL PUB LIC 

The general public, consisting of r,esidenit5, tra11sit ride;rs, t our ists/ visiito rs, aind workers , w il I lbe en gaged 

by a va riety of in-person listening se:s:slo rn and online and social 1n e d'i-a-based outrea.ch met hods_ 

PUBUC INVOLVEMENT OB ECTIVES 

The plannedl public invdJvement activities for the Indian R- er 202.3--32 TDP, as outlined in the PO' s 

adopted Publ ic Involvement Plan (2.020) strive to m eet the MP'O' s Vision for information sh aring and 
public parl:ioipation to achieve: 

".. __ A well-inform-.ed public that feeJs i t has opportunities to ron tribute meanfngjuf input to 
decisioos concerning the· ore~ s transportauon system. H 

In addition, the TDP Pl P int ends o a:chi ev,e the following dbjectives: 

1 . Provide a diversity of in-person ,md on-li.ne 1pu,blic participation opport.11..mibes tha maximize 
citizen andl sta~eholder invo.lveme nt . 

2. En sure information sh aring and public input o:p;portuni1tie:s in t radit ionally· unde rI>erved, min ority, 
and LEP mmrn urf · es_ 

3_ Provide a sd,edule· ancl activit ies t hat a ll ow for citizens a.ndi sta.1<.ehold1ers to properly re,rlewand 
comment on m ajor s.t udy milestones and recommendatiol'ls_ 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT.ACTIVITIES 

The number of pub!i,c ourtreach activities have lbeen selected in o rder to millXimize citizen participation 
and involvement iri the development oH he Ind ian Hive;r Gounty2023-'32. TDP (Siee Table 2) _ Throughout 

the du ration of the project, the Indian Riv-er MPO a nd Se,nior Re source· ,11.swci ation (SRA) w i II s!hare 
information about eetin;gs and surveys via their websites, e mail, and by social media outlets._ 

Tobie Z- Pubtic Outreach Aailiwes- Telltative Schedule 

t 023 
t 2023 

MPO Transpo rtatlon Oisadvan aged Coo rd_ Board Up to 4 Meetings.: Dec:_ 202.2 - Sept_ 2023 
Commooity Outreach MBetin:gs/Vllorhhop.s Up, to 4 ' ng1,: Oec:_ 20.22 - Se.pt_ 2023 
SURVEYS 

INCIAN RIVER 2023---22 TIP P.LIBUC IN'/Oll/EME?IT Pl.AN 

180 



  
 
 
 

 

 
TDtP Brand! ng 

Thir,ough out the duration of t he Indian River Cou1nty 2023-32 T.DP, al II plan and pubtic outreach material 
w ill m aintain the existing "Go'Line, §ettingyou t he rer branding, which is known and establish ed in the 
,commurnity_ 

Gotine 

In-Person Publrc Ou reach Meetings 

Severa I in-person meetings are planned in ,or,der to maximize t rne opportunities. foir a diverc..e g,roup of 
citizens and .stake:hol ders to provide information and opportuni,ties for public input into the TDP !see 
Table 2). The OUTR T:eam will meet with t he Exerutj;ve Comm1tt;ee· to identffy the meetings, events and 
ofue;r ,opportunit ies that w ilJ compris e t he ,eventual! in-1Per.s,on ,outreaah an d stakeholder meetings as 
schedules become finalized. The goa l will be to maxim1ze mmmunity·involvement, and piggyback onto 
other important community events when possibre. 

Surveys 

5oth it1-1PeirS'Ofl and onlTne:sun1eytechiniques w il f be utilized! thmughout the duration otthe TDP to gain 

additional' input ,from fue pulblic (see Table 2). The CUTR Team will compliete ar1 On -Board Survey of the 
GoUne system, with statistically significant samples. fo r eve,v m ute and ap;propriate days of servi,ce 
,weekdays,, Saturday) also e,::peded. The on-board survey instrumer,t is rurre n:t ly un der devclopment 
but Ts ,expected to be sim il'artothe 2018 survey :sio, as t o have comparabl'e data sets m:icial1 to, gau,ging 
the state of the system sinC"e the- last TDP c(2018). In addition, the on-board survey Instrument will be 
pmvided T,:i both English and Spanisbi versions. 

The CUTR Team will ;al'so, do in-person sm veys/ intelViews wi,th the Operators ancl DispatcheTs from #le 
Goline system. This effort allows the opportunity for valuaWe Tnformation sharing a:nd input for those 
,on the from I fnes of day-to-!Ja,y Goline· operatio11tS. M or,eover, a series, of online su rveys wil I be m ade 
avaTl:able throu:ghmJI: the major ph ases ofthe study_ The o rllirie su rveys will be pmvided in both English 
and Spanish. OveraU, the on lTne surveys.will allow for p1.1blic inpul:througjhout t he duration of the s.tu dly 

and p:r;o:vides. the poterntial fo r Goline· to maintain contact with t ho&e interested i111 pu blic transportation. 

Website/Social Media Ou re ach 

ndian River County ( I RC), Senior Resource Association '{SRA), and the CUTR Team s w~! use a variety of 
online and .social media outilets to annou,rice major events and su rveys relat e d to the TDIP thr-ou ghout 
the d uration of !he srud,r. This includes th e use of the IRC :sod a Ii media ourU:et.s., indud'ing: 

• Twitter - httips:/ltwitter.com/lRCGOV 

INOO!.N RIVER 2023-22 TIF Pill! C INVOIJIEMENT PLAN 
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• IFaceboo k - htms:(lW\wv.facebook..com/lRCGOV/ 
• lnst agra m - httpcS :l/www.instagram.com/ircgov/ 

!11 add!it ion, partne r agencies and s.takeholders outreach lists, webpage.s, an:d .social media outlets wii ll 
also be u,t il'ized where appropriate_ 

PROJECT SCHEDULE 

A Project Sdhedu I e has bee n dev,eloped to meet the Sept-em be r 1, 2023 deadline for completion a rid 
.approval by the f lori1:Jia DeiPal1tment of Transportat ion {FOOT). Tlrie :!>Chedule can lbe found! in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1 - Project Schedule 

2 Publk: Jnvovle>me.nt Program 

Assessment of Existing 
Conditions 

4 Performance Evaluation 

s Situation Appraisal 

Update of Policy Framework 

and Goals & Objectives 

Definition & Evaluation of 

Altematlves 

8 len•Year Aetlon Plan 

Review & Adoption by 

BOCC&MPO 

Task 
Duration I * FDOTSubmlttall 

PRC 
Mtg. 

II 

-
INDIAN RIVER 2023-22 TDP PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAN 
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GoLine v.2 

Goline RI DER SURVEY 
PEAR TRANSIT CUSTOMER.: ,Golin@ would likll your input to help impro11@ transit s@rvic@ in Indian River County and p1an for t h e 

Mure. PLEASE check (0) trne correct bo)(, writ@ out, or cirde your answers. Your participa,t ·on in the attached survey is completely 
volunta:ry. If you do no wish to participate, p1ease return tlhe blank form to the surv@yoror bus operator. Your respons@s to this 
survey will bi! combined with res•ponses from hundreds of other riders and will not (in any way) id1mtify you 1p@rsonally. Taki! .a few 
minutes to complete the fo11awin~ surv~ and ret urn it to t he SLJNeYOr on board the bus. If you have already fined ,out a survey, 
you do not rnee,d to fill out anot h@:r one . Thank you for he lping Goline improve, serv·rns for you. P·lease complete th is survey and 
return · to the surveyor on board th!! bus . Thank you for helping GoUne improve sentiresfor you! 

1. Whernfidyou comeFRO~fbefon• yougot on tnisl>us 
for this ti:iJi:? 

Home 
, Work 
, Docto.TJMedic-.al 
, S'hopping/Errandii 

,_ Schoo After Sc!t'?Ol Acfa,ity 
._ College/Job Tmnmg 
, Visiting/Recreation = Other ____ (pie= specify) 

:!.. How did ,·on get to the bus for thls nip. 

, Walked 3 blocks or less 
1 Walled more lhan 3 block; 
1 Bi.cycle 
,_ Dro\<e _ mil.es {pl.ease specify) 

r Home , School/ Aftec School Acti\'ify 
b Col.)e_g Job Trnip:ing • Work 

, Doctor/Medical ,_ VrnLtinyR.ecre.an.o.o 
,_ Other ____ (please specify) •= ShoppinglEn;mds 

-t "'hen dG yon plan to spend money on 

1 Groceri.es 
,_ Phiu:ma.cy: . fodical-_Related 
l Oilier Retail Sh~mg 
,- Olhe,r Servioe,, {baircut, etc.) 
,- Re,slauranls/Bars 

a_ To~~R.el.ated .;\cnvity 
, Entertammen.t (moV1e,;,, etc.) 
,- Recreation (boating, etc.) 
,- Not Applicable (not 
- spenwi:ig $ on tlris trip) 

5. After roo fmi~h yoDI' bus tranl, .how l\ill~-ou get to yow: filw 
!fflitination:' {PteJtSe sd«:ton}_y ~ 

1 \ll.-ill: 3 blocks or le;;s , Taxi 
, Walk more than 3 blocks .- 1Jber,•Lyft ride 
,_ Bigrcl.e _ _ = Ride from &,omeone 
•- Dri\i'e _ miles (please :specify) •- Other _ (please specify) 

6. How often do ,-on ride the bus:' (Ple25t'seled o · 0 . 

,_ About 1 day per 1''ieek 3 4 orm.oredays perweek 
1_ 2 or 3, days per week ,- Once o.r twice a month 

. Wllllt is. the most impon-ant reason yon ride the bu.,;? 
Sel«tonlvOJ\"E)<-_________ _ 

1 I don't drive , Padcing is difficul e..,qien.sive 
2- Car is not available ,- Bus is mo1e convenient 
,- Bus is more economical ,- 1 doo1 have a valid dm-~s, liceme •= Irafficis too bad ,- Olher: ___ (ple.a.se specify) 

8. HOW"l1'ould -ou mak_e< Ibis • if the bus \\-Pre not aT;U)able? 

, Drive 
,- Ride with someone 
,- Bic,tcle •= \Valk/\\1heel.d1:,m 

s Ta.-u 
•= U!Jenl.yft Ride 
, Ride from someone •= Other __ (pl.ease specify) 

!>. How long ban- You bttn w;~ Gol.mt: senices':' 

,_ This is my firnt ili.i)· •_ 2 _ye.Ms to 5~rem 
• Less than 6 mont1:is ,_ MoTe than ;, years ,= 6 months to~ years •- Other ___ (please specify) 

10. Which thn-.e Gol.ine .impron.l!leJtts,mul.d bl' 
mostiJ!lpot'tant to~-ou'! 

,_ MOI!! freqicient servire _ ,_ Si.une--day/mHl~ service 
1_ Earli.er11a1er weekd':lf se-1V1ce using amabile app 
, E.'ql'<!llded Satmday hours , More bus shelters & benches 
~ Sunday service •= More conne~ sidewalks 
s_faqxmsi.o:o to areas not yet o OIiier: 

served. Where. - ------

· · es, pk-~ tell us a~ ahout 
e CONIIDTh"TI.-\L 

, Male , Prefor not to .sav ,= Female •= Oth.er _ _ (pleases_pecify) 

12. Your a tis .. , 

, 19orunder 
,- 20to29 
,- 30 !o39 
,- 40to 49 

, 50 to 59 
,- 60 to 64 
- 65 or older 

U . YoUFeflmic hffi.t~e i.s ... (P)r:~ select _Q!'!g : 

, Wlnte/Caucas-ian s American Indi , Alaska Native 
1- Bl.ack/ African Americm ,- Two or more races 
,- Hi~rui.icll.atino ,- Other ___ (ple<1.Se specify) 
,- As1aniPacmc Islander 

U. What ts the r:mgt of you.r total llJllluaJ houefiold inrome'.' 

i Les5 than Sl0,000 s S40,000 to $49,999 
2= $10,.000 to $19,999 " :S. 50,000 to $59,999 
J_ $20.000 to $29,999 ,_ S-60,000 to $69,999 
,_ $30,000 to $39 999 •- 570,000 or over 

13, Do you.ha.e a ,-nli:d drinr•~ 6crnse'.' 

1 Yes No 

SURVEY CONTINUED ON BACK 
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GoLine 

16. Howsatimed.are wnsmth the foDo • '"! 

Plftn~circl11 the nr.,m.ber thf1t bllst ,.Jl«u ~III Vuy 
Satisfied Neutral Unsatisfie cl 

V11ry 

opinion. Sirtisfiad Unsilti5fittd 

A Your 011erall sansf~ctlon with GoUne 5 4 3 2. 1 

8 Fn;iquttncy ohttrvic11 (how m,my runs) 5 4 3 2. 1 

C Your ability to gat whar• you w■ llt to 5 4 3 2 1 

D Ease of transferlne between bus.es 5 4 3 2. 1 

E How r@gularlv bus@s arTIV!! on tlm !! s 4 3 2 l 

F Thil tim11 it tiktt5 to milkli ii trip by bus s 4 3 2 1 

G Easy acce" to bus route & schedule Info. 5 4 3 2. 

H Ease of usln: the GoUne realtime app 5 4 3 2. 1 

I Buses Oil we•kdays start Hriy •nou~ 5 4 3 2: 1 

J Bus@s Oil w@@kday !!V!!nings run lat@ !!nough s 4 3 1 l 

K Buses on Sa turd aV5 start e;,rly en ouii:h s 4 3 2 1 

l Buses on S!lturd ■y evenin11s run l■t. eno1.111h 5 4 3 2 1 

M How clean the buses are 5 4 3 2. 1 

N How clHn th11 11h11lt11n artt 5 4 3 2 1 

0 How cl11an thii tul'l1sfar OlinUuJi irli 5 4 3 2. 1 

p How cliiitn th11 b:us s,tops. ar11 5 4 3 2 1 

Q S■f•tv ■t the b:us s.i,ops 5 4 3 2 1 

R Safety at the transfer center& s 4 3 2 

s The number of bu~ stops alone: tile route 5 4 3 2. 1 

T Temperature inside the buses 5 4 3 2. 1 

u Bus driver's ■bi lity to drive the bu., 5 4 3 2 1 

V Bus drivar'5 courtHy 5 4 3 2. 1 

W Bus driv•r'1 knowl•ds• ohh• routu 5 4 3 2 1 

I • Pleaw m;r, domi the thrff MOST .IYPORTANT issues H:.ted 'llOO'rt> (in #16) f1u· you: 

''-------------------------

18, What ar, the d1.1'ff _ fOST llfPORT.!l\i1 isslleS' Gorine .could oodrtss for you? 

--"Please L't'tum this sm·n y to, the s unt'lllr 0 11 bo,ard the bus*~ 

THANK YOU FOR COMPLEll NG THE SURVEY! 
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GoLine ENCUESTA PARA USUARIOS DE Goline 

ESTII MADO CUEHTI: DEL TIIAtJSl'ORTE PUBUCO: A Goline re gust,ir[,a conocer su opin iori con el fin d e mejorar el servid o d e 
transporte pubtico d el c.orid.ado d e lridian River v planificar el futuro. POR FAVOR, marqu e con un tilde (@) la casilla correcta, 
escriba o encier re con un circu lo suSTe.spuem,s.Su particip acion eri la enrue:sta adjunta es compleram ente volu ritaria .. Si rio desea 
participar, d ew el:va el formu lar io en blanco al -e:ncu:estador ,o al operador d el autobus. Sus respuestas a esta enruesta se 
comilin a ran co.n las respu:e!itas de otros ci entos de usuar ios y su id entidad no, se podr.i co rciocer (de ningun a, m a nera}. T 6m ese unos 
minutos para com pfetar ra siguient e enoiesta y d ew elvala al encuestador a bordo deJ autoil us. S.i usted ya ha com p!etado la 
enruesta, no n ecesita completar ot ra. GraciatS po r ayud ar a Goline a m ejor.ar los se rvidos. Complete esta encuesta y devuelvala, al 
e,nwestadm D bordo d el autobus. r Gmdas por ayudar a· Gol.ine a mejora_r los senti.cfus! 

1. a>E,DOND&naia 11.t .. u. sabi'rs. a .st@ aatobi., pu11 

I __ C&5'!1 

l __ Tmbsjo 

3 __ Docmn'Salud 

4 __ Compr-6'Tcimite 

l __ E m,l!lal.'ktivtd:!ld 
·""'1IllescolBI 
6 _ _ Ulli.-e refdadf Formacion 
profesional 
7 __ Vis.it:siltl!Cl>!scion 

~--------~8===,_0_RO_ s ___ {espectfiq~ ) 

! _ Csmi:ne 3 .aiadras o 
2_ Cam.inl!m35 de 3 madras 
3_ BicideE> 
· _ ConduJe _ mill:,;s (especifique) 

3 . .;Adoad• ~ ~ o ESTE riaj•? 

"""''!Ill"""'"'-""""-' ..... ='~ 
Ca;a 

2 __ T ml>aj o 

3 __ Docton'S..lud 

4 __ Compr:as.!ira:imte 

l _ _ E , cue.Ea.lAcm:idad 

= =orar 
6 _ _ Ullivl!I9idadf Romucion 

, __ ,,!;.,-Ct:iW:~i~aoo 
B __ Otto, ___ (a;pecifiqne) 

. .,Ea qa•plana ;a.tar clillt~• a 'ESTE riaj•1 (,SeiecciH• 
totbs-fas 11•• carri-sp<1admi'l --

1_ Comestil>fes 5_ TnmmoJA ctividad rlili,doll:3da 
2_ F.BimacialOuo~ , almi 
3_ Otrns compras 
~ Otros Sen,icios 
(peluqneria, etc.) 
l_ Rest:anr:mtes/Ba:res 

_ Entretemmil!llto (cine, etc.) 
g_ Recread on (ns~-eg)!cion, etc) 
~_ No ap li.cable (110 ga!itare f en 

este viaje) 

. D .. pm de tenamrni ,ia~ ea ntobti, .;.ca,..,~·• ~• 
Hsl:iao fin)? (SelocciDu sale UNO) 
C lllll'.iwwdo 3 cuadr3s 
0 mellM 

2_ C lllll'.iwwdo m de 3 
cuadras 

3_ Bkiclem 
4_ Coacmciendo miillils 

(espemiqne) 

J_ T:w 
6_ Uber/Lyft 
7_ Amo'°""il de otm P= 
B_ Otros ____ {especifique) 

----------f . ..,CD!I qu fruuacia ,uja ea H !Dba.? (SelKciD•• selD ~ 

1_ Aproo::imadamente l 3_ 4 omas dias a la semaaa, 
dia porse=a Unao dos veces al mes 

2_ 2 o 3 dias ala semaw, 

. ~CIIUI"" b.n:zoa mis mp■rtuie par la 'IH riaja ea H !obas? 
~do• UNO,._,} ___________ _ 

l Noamdu2lco l_ El 3parcnmieato es •dmcfilfco:ro 
1= Notm .go antomwil 6'--- El sutob>is .es mas conn mem:e 

dispombl!! _ N o tengonnalicencia de 
El amoou; e, mas condncin•ilida 
ecomimico B _ _ Otros: ____ (specmqne) 

Conduc:ir 
2 _ Vtaj<rr con alguien 
3 Bicicle!3 
4 C:mlinaD'Silla de Ru.edas 

l Taxi 
o _ Vlaje en Ul>l!Il'Lyft 
7 _ Autambvil de <>Ira persons. 
s, _ Otros ___ (especifique) 

, . .;C.11aato lil!mpo llff;• llfitizuddo~ senirios d• Golia•? 

l_ E<tee.s Dli !l'rimer ,di:, 
l_ Menos de 6 mases 

De 6mese a 2 a,ios 

lli 2 a.no.; • 5 :mos 
l_ Mi; de 5 tm05 

Otto.a ( eyecilique) 

111, .;.Q9i tres lUjans II• Collie :stria mis mportule5 pa:n-utN? 

l_ SeMCio mos freruenre 
'2 _ Ser\icio die· Lune:s. a , 1iern"e:S lll.9s 

1emprmolmss tarde 
3_ Horl!Jio ampli2d.o lo• s:ibados 
_ Servicio lro domill,.gos 

6 s..nicio el llllll!lO di.a!D.ll 
d<7't,m,I USlllldo llll<I aplia!don movil 

Mis cas<et:as de satobus y 
lwmcos 

s_ Mos aceras.de coa&ion 
l_ Ampliacion • ZD!UlS s:ia ~cio i _ Otros: _______ _ 

0Donde1 ____ _ 

Co■ fillK utadislic~ c.wotea~ u poco sobn as!M. Todas Ju 
ns IKbs so■ C01'iFIDENC1.ll.ES . 

JL Sa ~ero H-
l_ Homt>~e 
J_ Mujer 

I 19o mmos 
l 20a29 
3 30a 39 -
4_ 4ll 3 49 

l _ Blanco/Candsico 
2_ Negro/Afro:m,eric3Jlll 
J_ H ispanOJLal'ino 

Asiotim/Is.!eifo d~l Pacifico 

!_ Meno.a de 510,-000 
2_ Sl0,000 s $19,999 
, _ $20,000 • $29,999 
4_ S30,000 s\39,999 

l_ Si 2_ No 

3_ l'relrero oo d edr 
_ Dno ___ (especifique} 

50 a S9 
1iO a 64 

1 _ 65 o mayor 

~- llldio Americano/Na.ti\ro de 

.~3 

~_ Dos o mkrazas 
1 _ Otro ___ (eyec:ifique) 

l _ $40,-000 a $49 )199 
6_ S50,000 a $59,999 
, _ SII0,000 a $69,999 
B_ S70,000 o mis 

4_ Bey m.m:ha c.ongestion 
de tcinsito LA ENCU£STA CONTINUA EN IL REVERSO 

V.2 
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Goline 

16. lCIJal e:s .su gra.do de sat jsfacci6n en r eJacion a fos.:s igj'.Jient es puntos? 

Enderre e.n unduu/&ei mime.m gueme[or ret!_efe su 
opiajon 

Muy 
satisfemo satisfeclio Neut ro !J'lsatisredlo 

A Satisfacdon general COi-i GoLine 5 4 3 2 

B freCUfflcia del servid o, (ruantos trayea:os) 5 4 3 2 

C cal)acidad para lfeg,1.ra, su destino 5 4 3 2 

D Facil transooPclo entre autobLtSes. 5 4 3 2 

E Puntualidad de los autobuses 5 4 3 2 

F Tiempo que t arda en ha.ca- un viaj e en autobus 5 4 3 2 

G Facil acceso a la informaci6n solJfe rutas y llorarios 
5 4 3 2 

de autobuses 

H Facil uso de lia aplicaci6n Got.ine en tiempo real 5 4 3 2 

I Los autolJuises comienzan lo sllficientemente 
5 4 3 2 

1emcmmo de lunes a viem es 

J Los autobUJses,cirrulan lo suficienternente tarde de 
5 4 3 2 

tunes a viemes par la noche 

l( Los autobuses comienzan 1·0 sulicientemente 
5 4 3 2 

t emprano las sa!Jados 

L Los autoou;ses cirru an lo suficier-.ternem:e tarde las, 
5 4 3 2 

s.iba:dos per la noche 

M Lirnpieza de los a.utobuses 5 4 3 2 

N Lil'f'lpieza de la~ casetas. de a.utooos 5 4 3 2 

0 Limpieza, de centro.s de traraferenci.a 5 4 3 2 

p Limpieza de laiS parad!as de autobus 5 4 ,3 2 

Q Seeurida d en las oaradas de autobuses 5 4 3 2 

R Segurida:cl en los centros de tran~erencia 5 4 3 2 

s Nilmero de paradlls de autobus a lo largo de la ruta 5 4 3 2 

T lemperatura en el interior de l'o.s autobuses 5 4 3 2 

u capacidad del mndua or para condurir el autol:lus 5 4 3 2 

V Amabilidad del conductor 5 4 3 2 

w Conocimient o de lalS rutas por parte d'el conductor 5 4 3 2 

17. Seleccione de 1°'5 puntos listados ar riba {en el nro . 116), los t res que m te<I eonsidera MAS IMPORT ANTES: 

l ______________________________ _ 

1 

18. i Cuales son los t~es pum:os MAS IMPORT ANTIS que Goline podria abordar para ustedc? 

l ____________________________ _ 

2. -------------------------------
J ______________________________ _ 

*"'.Le ro:a,mo~ de,-ueh,-:a este formufario, al encnestado,i· a b o]'(lo del a.utobu.s** 

;GRACIAS POR COMPLETARLA D -CUESTAl 

M"'I' 
insatisfecho 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

l 

1 

1 

1 
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https-Jhm.:!Jzl.qu,ainics.com,Q!EdnSeclioo.<Blocks/Ajruu"Ge1SDJr,ey Priin ... 

Ploos • cnoo(;.8 yo pr 1;rr la~.g ge. 

-J rt>;ilth 

~ Sp,:mt,n 

lr'I-XJ"t'I RIV<lr C-Ol.lnt';' Tro~I• IS dei.i O Lng c,'I updoto to Its JG-YootTr r,c~ DO:!'\ pm,}nt PIOl"I (TDP) T", DP elps d.etOFMI 
11> r tror-.si lmpr<r, enl.s o'ler I he I \'80rs d pro·,ide5 Insight on th rol or transit In rm: ing Indian IUv Cou It')' u great 
place a li\re al'd wo.rk. As pcrtoi this effort, ~cf= Ri""'r Cc•mty Irom,t is collecting ·ntcxrncrii.on about )DlJr tra,,al expenenoes 
ord wll g yo r c, . l"llom to r-elp I ptov,o Indian Rl,•er Cc,,J s t~on~i s(!f\ljce. 

Please take a few minutes to ctlfllplete this &urvey. Yocw participooon in this 'SUIVe'f is greatly appreci:Jled ord '(D<Jr 

respon•es w be ~ t o l"ll)•rnou 

Hewe vou ever oc--a GoLine no11s~ e,\llce,~? 

0 Vos 

Q N~ 

'.) YIO Q ~/ .. l!•f - ....,,,,:y 
.,coed r Cclcgo I Job Tro r.1,;; 

,:_, ~~plli~Lm~i. Q nc:·1 --r'n, 

What Is the m;ist impcxtant i,;aoon you rlde lhe GolJr,e liuss. 

r ttml't i!IMl o ccr 

Q C--'} i l 111¥111"1•f:il 

0 &ls n mo,a- oca-.:rriool 

ira llk: t~k>o 

0 l'a1"ng IL amc1.1r.11C"4)Cflfll,'Q 

Q lt!J 1'1; 1'l't:·:rf H'r.'M''TfJHfll 

0 ldon'1 ba-llla,.li~ctt.\v.s.lt:cma 

ou.,.. 0.---------------------, 

fl!Jt rn order ot lmpomince. wh'c.h Gollne lmproveml;!flt.s would be mo!il i p onon to yo ? (Drag lhe most · rton i\em to 
,,.,.., l()p f1d th. I . ~t l(Jft m to lh;, l 'X><t 1'1') 

8. 6 12023_ L :52 PM 

mEnPfa.Al5 

Phase One Online Survey 
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nalitric;. Sm.·1:y So.fi:ware 

Whal fEtl lUre ,•wl.itl ';'O'll e to we i th Go • 8 App 

Why haver.'t you used e Gour.a App 

0 111111111)( Avrtt :Jttr 

0 t c u,,,.,. ~ .,.,..,,i • • 

') H -•rl...,•~wdl 

J O:hm 

Do you 

How 1bmilim e you with !he Goline ~eriica? 

Q ' ""'"""""'" 
fj I bl:MI ~.CC'f"I It Cl'DUrt:i. Cd mlJW !/.;Jr¥ ltttkl oi:oJl 

..J I tltMI f'IDWI" nea::t rJ 

mEnPfa.Al5 

hltps::/ f.:!!Zl .quailri.c~.co,m1QJEditSectiowBiocksiAjtu/G1:tStln'ey 

Si l 6., 023. 1 :52 PM 
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-- - --- ---
b.-ips:/ - f.azl .qu.~!lrics.cam/QJEdi!Se;:l:iioi!l!'Blocksl Aja~:iGe,tSmveyPrin. uaiFtric, Snn•e,y Sofmc:!!Te 

'of 7 

Wtl01 is ~·wt opi 'on 01 tt'e GQUn ~ot\'iC8? 

fs>m:n (rn.11 t bo p<M!!X:<l) 

0 s.:rna,,..,.,, uw-i 

0 M mbov,•I.J w oo lioCl""'1\ 

o ........ ·Jil.:j 

Ha¥e you ever &ed OfY'( of h e fcilm\llnc t rans.oarmtlon !lervk:e:s: ll)~recd o f \JBlng Go e T rcm_f.lt? 

fl T 

Cl '-"""1•'11' 
Ll ...-.::tlc.al nr,;r:.:,1cilcri 

er sel'll lce 1n!!te!l'd ot u~lr,g Gour,e Tron&. ? (~elec e ll ttla t appl~) 

O ccc., 
0 tor i;Jolo D<Tf0'1, p:,to1a,Dlslr.f,,,Jnto;;cdocr,.:c, 

o I i"' (•i:« ·) 

Htw e ~ ever ~d ~nv of ne t,Ol1m,1ng tran~D!lttat!oo ~erv1C:e£<' 

D lo,n 

Cl u-...,/h!i 
ri _, 

Ll ._! _______ .,.F""' (or. 

0 "1:> "''"'"'""" 

WhQ I$ 'l'O'JI" <~er 

0 li>~orl!l 

018 ~ 

{) ,& -~ 
IJ <-0 -159 

'.) 15'!1- 6~ 

0 IC- emf"'"' 

What ~o. Ii ro<1!J•~ ·~ y<:J . 1 h!Jo,M•h la fl"l(;otfle 1ti 202.tl? 

0 I""' U-aa J2C,OOO 

0 i ;/{\U(;o lo $ ~9~ 

0 $,4n.QOn •~ t ,-Q.~ Q 

'") t 6C.C.)0 ID $14 g&li 

o ~,.;,ccC'~l!""•t-7 
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l,,IIIWmc; :l>lln'l!Y i>OITWl!I'e mrps: ,;m r.:ua .qurumcs.CO!ll!1.[r~ai.":'>ecno11JHIOC!i!ll .'lcJa: · 'OJJet:>lln'l!YFim.. .. 

,hf7 

OOyau 

I):) 

) •ro,mo 
Y.a~tt:"rol 

0 'ti11fa H i '.J,! .. I 

') Do llJll; .,..n a •mo, pllQ<> 

Please UBe ha spo cB belc•u to~ odditior.al commer.ts, questions, or concerM chou ©~ne Transit E.El rYices. 

Enwuta 1p(lbJI~ .g,wn.,-cil d•l condaclo d• lmflan. River 

lntrnd uccl6n El lron9por l'Oblico clef c,1nrlodo de I 10n River est6, descmolcndo uno oc ,,,ialrroci6r1 de su Plan de 

rn 0110 e 1an~lto (TDP. por ·tJ1l slg1as n gl~ ) oo 10 <'J"loo, Ell PO' da de, r nm t os tn")jorot er-1 onsp ·te 
p • co para 6 prfuimos 10 al',c,; y prc;p;Jrciono in1o rmoci6" ~o'tlH! el rd que 1ugg a. el iro en hacor que el 

rordodo de lndit:Jn Rr,,-er s.eo un im:-elente lu or p,crll ~iw y tra~ r Com.i pone este mnspor 

C · eSJo r~seopllandt:i ~ f ~ soou) tJ:s exp . . <re litQJ ye oo SIJ o 
w r~icio del transports publico en Candt:oo c:lo ndian Rl~rair 

.µill uol ado alg a vei los EarYlcios del l rwisp:irl Publico $oline? 

SI 

) tlo 

,CU I t! !iU lttiVO 

u Tro .:qo 

C' = ,~ 
°"'""''" ITNlrn'-"• 

pol Ull vla; llpiCO (IU!I reallZal eo GOU1"18? 

0 £ • c/,..OJ:b:I utr,H,!!io<im 

0 :rw.nl<ll:Y.1/•<l!l"IIIO;len .--01 

ilRC~ 

S/'HV2023, L:52 .. _ 

193 



  
 
 
 

 

 

QW!illtnic; S=~Y Sofhi.rare h~s'.I, isfazl .qlll3l!rics.coml'Q d.uSec :o,n/Block~/Aja~/G1!'1S111n.-~yPria_ 

S of 7 

&CLiol es ra m.z6n 1"11.0s rrnpor!.Dnc pe, la qu utaio ~t au•.ob1h G G~ 

0 ca-,:iu,oo un '""' '~ 
0 ~ ..-.g<> <IJtnml: '11>Q<nl:ffl 

..) !ti ~ b".l:11 l!S rrtu ~or6T.b:i 

0 AOO'oa eo dlkl/ro10 

(] r1 Cl..!lht!R 011 m~ ~.vi f'h;l 

U !Ip tt:?f'.Qi:I U11Ci Leer-do da l[iQl'IJL-.:tr ~ 

Or.re. 

0 

£n orden dB rt.ancio. l qoo mejoccs de Boline ~erfa las m as imporlD!Ttea pao ll6 E<l ? ( ArraE,tre Bl elememo as 

fmpCii orite lllClcla o it;,a y menoo lrr"'J)Orro hoc la oooio) 

~ t lo opllcaclOn Gol 

0 Si 

O N~ 

~POI' que no M iz:ado la 

I') tl<}Q<'.J;,ll(>lC.Q 

ND' liar.g~ tJn IGUl~m-,a Int g;in111 

0 ti~ 11rdonc b>:1"! 

0 C'-!Oll 

1::i af.)l ieoCio Gci..lrll9? 

oaclcn aot:ne? 

r.c,1_ I 1-aron por 10 qu no . LJ lizado lo op~ ·ciC G Uf"lc, 
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Qualm.cs Slln'I!}' Software hrtps:,'lusf.:!!zl .qwilrks.com :QJEdi!Sectio11.rB l.ocks/ Aja'i/GetSun.•eyi!>rin.. 

6of 

,:.Corn:ce a algulen e u c:e al servlc,io Gol..lr.e? 

O s1 
() ,..,,. 

.,Qu l a ramTiiOJimda e&tO c;o 

O tocuuo::a 

0 I.J> Iv, •,,:110 p:,< ctt po'D Dli m.tf p:,oo ,otuc cl u, r<ldO 

0 f~UT'l{:;a rie 0:-do ncbcr ~ ,iefilbo 

c Q.i , c:i d ~tll'/100· nLln ? 

U lrr-,,re,,'.,r<t (<:iol)a µrop=,.,,._o1,.,) 

0 ,. ..,. r,( 

Q flhwdti i11 Lt:1 ~ll ~:a;&. ft 'p'I) 11().-..:.li> 

') N., ••~=!mditl~ 

~ U!Izado alg a vez alguno de Jos fiig antes rnrvJcioo de tran6porte en luger de rransporte l'ublfrn Gol.lne? 

01 
Cl ui .. 1/'Jfr 
□ Ttc,yjr.c,,. ..,,,.,n,;<i 

u .. I _______ r°' (osp<!l!li~ ) 

0 •,g,:,; bbO 51PVdH 

i:.. Cl le-s fuero !os 10 ~0.n~ par lo~ que apto pc,, 
Odtr.l la~ qu corre····-ondat,._} 

D Gor.ncn~c l bum,x, r«oo::i pa1a c1oarom.::n d c~ 

D ~ d<!'"..ro <'IIO Ull!D oeJ ..., "" S!.'l'\Kt:1 el r,,:1111p•~ ~ c:,,j c;..,.,.da Rb o 

0 (:,},!,~ 

n >«"lOOflicO 

□ ... , ______ _. 

<! 1-itl ui.iado olg a voz. lguno de· ID$ ~lguten• · ~r;lclo.s do lmn~por ? 

Ll am 
□ ~•/l"!i 

D rr<irtµtr• '"'"""' 

0 .. 1 ________ __.r•M<•---lf 
0 n,t:n avo • .,,,_,:lo 

8/16,_023 1 :5'.l PM 
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Ql!laltrio S11n1~y Sofui,:i.re. 

CUOl e~ su 00.Qd? 

..J. Mcnoooc Ul 

Ote-N 
1 ,5 :!'i! 

0 AO - ~ii 

') en • f, ~ 

7t.omnyi,t 

~Cu~I a rango de fngr8SIJ!9 de s t-,ogor en ~ 20? 

Q ,;l"IOll4jan$W,ilDfi 

crnn, S CTl y B3,969 

0 fn!l1> ~-"O oo:J l i-SE 3Y 

,:) L.n·t1 e, · 11.IXIIJ)•l:i'•IJ~ 

:) $7S,-0t1) ;> , , • .,. 

,;1Mllle 1.ma licencic de oo;iducfn'Cl[oo·~ 

h1tps:l.lm.f.:!!Zl_qualmc:s.co-miQJ'EdilS.eclio11.•B!od:s/Ajax/Ge1Snncey!>rin... 

.,;roe.n wi tel ano telig . te v etJril ea !ill m&ooo pre' Ida i:nro redlJlt ci\'.Jn? 

.) 5\!1t<lt> 

CJ $l (:-:":fin!'! ~- ·t. k).-1 

') SI lnl"l,lQO r<!o!¢Noo 

Nr: torgn un laliUc.r.a lnlorga,rt:D 

F"or lmror, u,jlce el ~iguia e& c;io poro ~ .rur coma tt11os adic;fonolll'll, prog as o dos sob lo~ 64ir\• ic;ioi; dEI 
Tra ~porte blico Go e. 
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F!~lrics Smvey S<>ftwaire hltpscl/usf.:azl .qual!rics.comiQ.IEdilSeclio.01/Biocks/AjwllilSun·i,yPrin.. 

l <>f2 

Default Q,uestion Bloc1k 

I dian River County is considering various improvements o 

GoUne transit services. We would like to know your opinions on 
hovi1 GoUne services could best meet your n eds. Your 

feedback will help us to better un erstand the comm nity's 
needs and help Gou· e pr.iori tize service enhGncements. 

Have you ever used Goline . mnsit services? 

0 Yes 

0 0 

Put in order or im portance for each proposed service 
i · proveme t below. (Drag the most im portant item to the 

top and the !east important to the bottom) 

xte-nding the c rr-en span of service o Weekday Eve irigs from 7:00 
p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 

8"16 _023, L :S9 PM 

Phase Two Online Survey 
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https::Husf. az1 .q'lll!llmcs.co1ia.iQ./E d:iJSKtio11lB!od:s/Aj2sJG E11Sm.•!;yPrin.. 

Inc easing Weekday frequehcy of buses to 30 rnlnU'tes on top­

pe o [r g rou ,es. 

Expanding the cu rrent span of serv ice o Soturdays from 8:00 a .m. -

5:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. o 7:00 p. . 

A·d ing more _. us shelters a d seating at current b s stops. 

Addi g Su d oy service. 

Add service to areas curre tly not served by a Goline bus route. 

If applicable, write down the location where yo . would like to 
see Go ine service ex ended o: 

Powered by QUOll'Jics 
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GoLine 
pttln9 yw ti '30LINE PUBLIC TRANSPORTATJON SE,RVICE 

IMPR,QVEMENT SURVEY 

lnd'ian River C-0mty is considering various improvements to Goline transit ser'lices. We would like to 
know your opinions on how Goline services could best meet your needs,. Your feedback will help us 
to better understand the community's needs and help Goline prioritize servfce enhmcements. 

1. What is your age range? (please ✓ 011'.ly ONE) 

(1J __ Under 18 (3) __ 25-34 
[:2] __ 18-24 (4) __ 35-44 

\'5] __ 45-54 
(61 __ 55-64 

2.. Do you use Goline publlc transit? 

c1i __ Yes (21 __ No 

17) __ 65 and above 

3. Extending the current span of service on Weekday Even iogiS from 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p•.m. 

Mt>Ol 1~0<tanl ------------ Least lmporia11 
(I ) __ 1 (2} __ 2 (3) __ 3 ( ) __ 4 (S __ 5 

4. Increasing, Weekday frequency of buses to 30 minutes on top.performing routes. 

I.loot I~orlant - ----------- Least lmpcrlan 

[1) __ 1 ~ __ 2 3 [4) __ 4 (5) __ 5 

5. Expanding the current span of service on Saturdays rrom 8;00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 
p.m. 

I.loot I~arlant - ----------- least lmpcrla11 
[1) 1 (2} 2 (3) 3 4) 4 (5) 5 

6. Adding more bus shel1ers and seating at current bus stops. 

Mt>Ol l"l]O<iant +------------.Least lrrpo,lanl 

(1) 1 42) 2 (3) 3 (4) 4 ! 5 

7. Adding; S111T1day service. 

Most 1ll¥)a<lant - ----------- Least lmporian 
I ) __ 1 (2} __ 2 Pl __ 3 [4) __ 4 (5j __ 5 

8. Add service to areas currently not served by a Goline bus route. 

Mod lll¥)0<ianl -------------+lea\SI lmporianf 

[1) __ 1 (2) __ 2 (o __ 3 (d) __ 4 ( __ 5 

If applicable, write doWll the location where you would like to see Goline se!'l/ice extended to: 

9. tr you have any additional suggestions for improving public transportation serv;ices that are not 
listed above, please share them witt:1 us in the space provided bel.ow. 

Than_k you for completing the survey. Please return the survey to the person at the information tablel 

In-Person Meeting Survey 
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Bus Operator & Oispatcll.ers Survey 

PkrI!i-e take afew r.izom iu to muwm· tirnfol1/1'Jl,'ing qu.--.:-rio:rr.s: .. 
This s1mf8J' ii: part qf a,r ,iiffort to impr:o~-e GoLi""mi! sern-cec:: .. 
Ploo:rs do NOT pm ;ro.rrr mum1 ot· tJtl.'£1' iifontif>mg hrforn11111i,m 
01i the s rn,i.,;zy .. 

The folloRrmg ~ a J:i,,-t ofpossi.bl e eompli!!llli!i rufei-s may vo.ice to bus 
e>;perators/mspatd:,er;; customer service repres;entahve.s. Plea.'.ie read the list e>f·ce>mme>n 
oomplmts bElo-w .::;irre:fully i!lld marl.: the 3 .comp :un · that y e>u hear m-ost &eguently from 
riders .. 

need for frequem ~n.--i.ce 

11:eed me>re, fate, sen.-ice. U!!i ,- what time? 

bus does!it ~;o where l !l:eed to ,go 

nee,d me>rE! Sa.ttm:hy · en-ice .. Vihicli routes? 

11:eed Simda.y senia!<.. \\1hi.ch=te::;? 
iree,d me>1-e! -ce>1mec:tiom top ofuer c:omili.e~. ,1,-fbicb. oRe(:s) . __ _ 

nee,d eJ!.:PtreSS sen:ice .. U!'here? __ 
need more bl.l!l shelters and ben,ches 

Ree« better sii!ew.a.lk C:O:n!!J!!Cb.lmS to eus · tops. 
~me bt'L!i tradiler .:!?? not woikm_g 

bus is b: e 
bus is uot d ean 
bus 15. no c:e>mfoitable. 

~ sc.hedul.e ts too b;a,rd ro 1.mde:.tand 
:.afe · .sec:wity at bus stop 

sal'eiiy/se,mrity at transfer centers 

safetylsec:wity onboatl hus 
other (pl.ea.se specify) _______ _ 

'I Do you ·drink the,;;e complaints :are valid.. Please explain. 

3 .. \Vhat do ridei,s like about GoLme' P ea.5e,. the 3 rompl!iment~ that vou he;,r mo--,t 

frequ.eDilv from ridei-s .. 

4 .. Do ye>u how e>f.my safety. security .. or opera-hog pmb ems cm any route5 m· at any 

facilities .. If yes., please exp ain.. 

5.. !Proci.de :any spec.me :;a-vice impro..,ement to Gol..ine bus routes_ fuclude mioimati.on for 

roul,e5 Iha!!- you dri,oe and lh:,;t you don' t difre.. :Examples of serrice imprm eJ:n.ents mclude 

more &equency, ,earli~/hte:r sa-,ce, more S3hn:day s,ei,.,ce, addia.on o! SW1da-y senr1ce, 
:impro,~ bu:s runnmg time5, adding new desfli..nations, ere .. 

201 



  
 
 
 

 

 

6_ \Vha:t do you lili;e best about being a. GoLme Operator or Di.s.p...otcher _ 

~e e space b ow to p1mi:ide any other comments that· could help imp,o,.,-e. -GoLin.e. 

TH..Al"\X \ 0 - FOR YO TR SERVICE TO THE C0}.11\lU In Al\'1)) 

YOUR HELP 'WITH THIS t::,"UR.VEY 

202 
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hldia.n Riveil" Cmmfy - Transit Dep endent Oi.a;racterlstics by Block Grnnp 

Tobl. %Zen ,C...-· Tobi % B<efow 
GF:-DID H o- holds Honsc~h.,l<k P optil.m.<>n llli Und.a 1B ilt, ,Qvu: ,60 P"""'1;fy 

H06Hl5m00! 5:W ~.2,'li, 5.5,S Sl.70'- 3·7.Ul'lo 50-77"'.1 

1.2861050100::t 254 6.69'- 586 4.40% ~.60,0 9.07%, 

121J61.0:lllil.lim 21.1 5."9'-
1 ___ 

~ .. :1: _.;91si. 10.tl:i% 11.BS·,-,, 

120CiHISliU004 :;46 0.011% SJ::i- 27.21!1% 23.66% U .ll·!li, 

t~6!05j!ll 005 555 2.M\I; lM5 .15.16% 54.!S!l:, !O.l9'l'., 

12CliHl:i61006 4:W 0.011,;; 15H :,:;,_ru; 54.5:-2% 4.49";. 

t W6lll001007 :;;;g, B.$6'-" 121>6 22:2'7·% 19]5% 2.3?1'i, 

1'.!116IO:llJl2001 ?53 ~ .l11% 457 ~.o.7(]% 35.6!1'- L97ll. 

L"'Oli!.0502002 53'! 10.oi''lio 1467 27.47% 2L95% 26..86,Wi 

l 'M610502003 502 0.011'- 1231 17.95% 20.5l% 5..%'.l\i, 

llCliHl:i!llr.!004 !iilll 0.011,;; Hli5 15.02l'. -m'f:1% 27,i. 

tW61115Cli30U :,v U.23<'-" 9'2::1 H.7~% :ij;.50% 3.,!5~, 

1'.!116IO:lllblll2 1514 16.S4% :!JIJ.3, !5.72 % 68.51% 6..5,9,-. 

L"'Oli!.05051121 7.11 l.6,42'!, 274.il 50.-&2'!. 16.6-3''1. 68..:io~, 

l.2861051!1GiB22 Bl.l 9.49'- lST& l!U.5% 50.05% 0.00~-

121J6I.0506'1123 529 15.04'- l::!&9 15.00% 32.58% 19..ii5',.,, 

120CiHl51!1311.M 274 15.5:1% 99:9· 36.57% 2.(l.00'!. 3'0_21·,;1 

l~6Hl=i'l)'41UI 5lllS .56.15\1; 947 3l .&9!l:, 37_.so,:, !5..,5¾~ 

12C6Hl504lli2 1042. 11.7!'- 2544 32.1::i-jl; 26.,"3'/o 20..117~ 

1'2()61050402'.I :;116 16.15'-" 935 20.20% ~.21% 4.47 ,;, 

121l6IO!:l!l4m2 571 26.&9% 641 23.:Mi,,. 7:1..54% 8_ii4!1,,, 

H06H!Jiil41l25 290 11.C3'1i, 70¼ 22.5(11% -ll.19% 5..97"i'.1 

l.28610:11151lll 271:l 0.011'- 46'9 0.011,. I.00.0ll,O 9 .17'. 

12061.CJSlj]'.'":,lM.2 497 0.00'- 1005 0.28% n.!7'1;; 4.·61ll., 

120CiHl5'!150L-S 453 0.011% 773 0.00% 96.9'7% l . . ~l!i, 

1~6!0~51114 1269 4 .57\1; 2606 7'.73% 75.93'1;; ~.96!!',, 

12CliHl505001 5'27 0.011,;; 642 10.I2l'. 71.81% 20.Z:'-
t W6l.lJE;!l5oo.2 619 S.S3% 1215 :..95l'. !:8.B9% 4.lll!i, 

120ornsosoo.s :;!,16 0.00% noo !5.45'- SE.54% 4...87~1 
1206HJ5'!15re4 9M O.Oll~ 1 0-:!2 5.411l'. 52.25'11a 10..96:!C;, 

121!161~500'> 2115 0.011'1. 791 26.42% 53.10,0 0.00!1. 

121J61051il5:l!IH 5E o.oo,- 6:16 3.i6% "4.75% 5.7.6"', 

1206!051!15M2 41~ 1.69,. 902 14.50% 39.25% Lll'!l:, 

~6Hl505115l 356, $.04'1. l6IJI:; 455,:; SS.%'1;; '.!.OO'l'., 

1106Hl5051152! 41)1 6.4!1'- 14.':l g_~g,,:; 55.2!% 9.6Sl!i 

tW6l.lJE;!l505l 565 14.51 '-" 1071 9.911'.'. 63.51% 4..6?"-1 

1'.!11610S060U 6ue 11.60:% S87 6.00% S7.4!1'1. 1L72!l'., 

1!06H!506!ll2 fi'Y7 5.0::t'li, 1989 25.00% 30.46% 8_.111·~ , 

121!161050t\1'21 593 5.&11 '1. 1900 21..00,. S,.7!1% 7.21"-• 

121J6IO:l!k'ill22 t,11., 3.65'- as2 7,68% H.'U% 9.50!!',, 

1206!051!16B:!3 28'5 7.71% S?O 22.07% 18.65% 15.52!'., 

~6Hl51!16024 264 0 . .011% :i\66 U.l;,% !3.on; 4 .3.ll!,, 

1106Hl51ll611H S3S 7.:n,;; 2046 9.58% 52..IJl>'!o 6..21 ,., 

tW6l.1151ll6 oo.2 4M 4 .75'-" 12!1'3 15:1-% ~.72% 7.Ml!i, 

121l6IOS06005 741 2.97% '.!935 ~3.'H% ~.07% l~l'. 

H06Hl5061KI 527 20.SO% 59,9 17.25% S,~.75% 7.61.'~, 

1"1t11nl051ll6Di2 631 15.7!1'1. 1076 BJl>!ll'o % .OS% 5 ~5-S~, 
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1 2.06105l1lt,D5l 4 72 O.OO'li 912. 3.ii-I.'- 65.02'/o llM'-, 

l !Ob1~2 54.!, :i'.12~ 901 4.6i>!'. ?S.~5% fiJO':i,~ 

12'06105061!•51 ~ 17'.0'.!l'. 5121'1• ~.16,11; 1 L B3% '.!ll: .. 11!!1. 

1 21!16105lil61162 649 O.OOl'. '!090 25.ll'l"i. 1:;.2-511, ,o_gs,;, 

l ltl611115!l61l6-~ 87-! 4.81% £767 26..57!1; 26.6,!'. .IT.M~ 

12~10:'lll61164 55(] 0 .01)% 2.trn ll!llr6,% ,!3iil,. i.~. 

1 1'!!6105l1l606.5 5lii 0.00!'. 1043 12.3-3'- 16.-49'1i '.U. 51!'. 

lltl61115WO'll 62$. 7.6'1':I;; 15'li S'.!.31 'r. 25.14'1. 21. H,_, 

ll~l05oil702'.! 55'11 0 .01)% 125'!· 15.23''- 20.9}'% 6..3S"l!i;, 

12(}6Hll:&7,llfi 55.'fl 0 .00~ 1'18"1 9.45,. 2S.71(1!'. l :i..8(]!1., 

l :!.0610507D24 4fii!l l4.::6'9 U21 16.40% ~ .6!1'1. :!.:!]'l:,. 

l !06105l1J;;100l 10 ~ ,'.45 '1i 219S 2:7.4511; 25.16'/o 5.911'1;, 

l !Ob!lil:l00',03:Z 1215 0 .00~ 3107 l?.75~ ~S.75% B..S2~ 

121!161~ gg,g 0 .00'1. 5716, 17.57% 25.4 6% 4.56!!1. 

1 1'!!61115l117,(!141 S'i1 :32.6!!';;, 1676 26.'.1:5'1. 59.1-1'1. 10..-ss·,;, 

l ltl61115Wl!it:! 541 :?.55!!. 5'7:j 17.,~rr. 16.56!'. 13.00·'-, 

l !06105l1J;;11l61 15:S7 5.4&% :3-157 8.S.11% 65.DO'lo 4.n·,;;, 

l !Ob!lil:l00',116:Z 41>6 10.5- ~ ,w 6:97!'. !l4.73% 4.M'" "' 
l :!.1161050~ 49'1 ll.0 1)%, 10&2 .5!00'1. 76.IW:li. 3:77!1,. 

l 2.061oan302l 11'.l.1 4.05'1i 26:ui, 17.:114% 41.01'/o 1 L46'1;, 

l !Ob!li151i1S022 166.ll l .68r,. :.H4S 1.6 . .57!'. '!0.04% 1t:>_&S~ 

1 21!161050S025 61)! 5.25'1. Z;;LS 22.4211; :34.911% 1Ul2!!1. 

1 1'!!61115l11Sl!>H 529 0.00!'. 743 10 .74!'. 50.-ll'li l :i.-4!!'. 

lltl61050Sliit! -,179 o.oor. 12.!S 1.6.Jll rr,; ~.22'1. 7.00,., 

lllll6lll511lSD'll 1::199 5.'15':li. ,!3:i,2 16.37'/o 34.51% 4.92!1,, 

12(}6Hl!Slll31!61 51~ 0 .00~ 531 D.-Oll~ i!lJ'.57!'. 5..8,!i!I., 

l :!.061051llSC6::!' 631 4 .7'5'9 1661 16.701'. 55.6:l,':ii, ~ ,1>9''-'· 
1 2.06105lil303ii 71:,l B.91% 1711 7.11;}% :59.151'. 19.0 5'1;, 

l !Ob!lilSOSl!!:51 ~ 0 .00~ ~- D.Oll!'. 75.B!'l. .1.:13-'~ 

1 21ll610SlllS062 -;(1J 1.64':'ii lt>ll3 20.1911; 55.20% S0.9!ili!!f. 

1!06105\11806ii 1101 2.00'/o ~51 16:76% 4o.96'/o 4_215,;;, 

l !Ob!lilSlilSl!Ql 1312 6.6.9",.ci. ',Qlllti, 19.1.1 ~ M.04% 8J!S'1 

1 21!16105CS072 617 2.031'. 1975 14.li6\io 56.41% !M17 '% 

l 1'!!6105lil Sl!S l 200 O.Oll!'. 436 i'.00!'. ~S.79!1. 10.711"!'. 

l ltl6111150SOOZ 619 o.oor. 1097 l .S2.'r. -!7. 66% Ill.Do'-, 

1!06105\1l8-0Gii 1248 0.72% :31¥- 14.44% S-7.S-:J:!!. 11-911'1;, 

l !Ob!lil5€l-902'1 5:,9 15 .. so~ l53S 6'45!'. .53.'16% 2:i. !M'i,"l!i; 

1 21!1610509022 71!! 17'.791'. 1:;56, 14.W~ 60.91% 10.00% 

l 1'!!61115l11902:I 1229 S.7!!'. :35-'1,6 22.79':li. !$.67!1'., 1.92!'. 

lltl611115Wl!6'l 1942 o.oor. ii6'>3 21!69'- 27.76% .v ..¥r.l., 

1 2lll6105liJ900-_ SM 0 .00% HM 22.72% :35.62'1. 10_4,!I,, 

1 1'!!61115l11911>!11. LlllS 1$.63!'. ~sa. S.S.1f0~ 145 91 !1'., 13..:!t>!'. 

lltl6111SU91!/£Z s~ o.oor. 129.:l, 22.27,. S-1.66% u :;-,., 
H~l05lil91li'll S.S.:,, 0 .0 11% 2= 24.illli,% 11.-~7% t9.2[l~, 
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