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Introduction

Ocean County is the sixth most populous county in New Jersey and ranks second in both the number and percentage
of the population that is 65 and over (2018 American Community Survey (ACS) 1-Year estimates). With 18,547
(3.1%) of its population aged 85 and older, Ocean County also has the highest percentage of its population in this
age group and the second largest population in this age group.
This already large population of older adults in Ocean County is expected to grow into the future, according to
projections published by the NJ Department of Labor. By 2034, the 65 and older population is projected to increase
to 166,800 people, a 22% increase from 2018. The growth of the total population over the same period is projected
to be half of that, at 11%. Looking at the 85 and older cohort, there is even larger growth, a 40% increase from 2018
to 2034. In addition, by 2034 one in four residents is projected to be aged 65 and older (Table 1). Further
demographic analysis and mapping, including municipal level data and density maps, was completed in Greater
Mercer TMA’s 2019 report, which can be found in Appendix A.
Table 1: Senior Population Estimates and Projections, Ocean County (2010-2034)
2010*

2014**

Total 576,567
586,300
55 and Older 192,050
203,800
65 and Older
121,104
128,600
75 and Older
62,890
61,600
85 and Older
19,610
19,900
% 55 and Older
33%
35%
% 65 and Older
21%
22%
% 75 and Older
11%
11%
% 85 and Older
3.4%
3.4%
*Census Count
**American Community Survey 1-Year Estimate
***New Jersey Department of Labor Projection

2018**

2024***

2029***

2034***

601,651
217,122
136,278
64,254
18,547
36%
23%
11%
3.1%

624,200
230,600
149,300
72,800
22,000
37%
24%
12%
3.5%

644,100
235,300
161,400
77,000
23,500
37%
25%
12%
3.6%

665,700
236,300
166,800
84,000
25,900
35%
25%
13%
3.9%

% Increase from
2018 to 2034
11%
9%
22%
31%
40%
-

Based on both the size and growth of this older population, it is essential that transportation services are improved
and enhanced. This report expands upon previous Coordinated Human Services Transportation Planning conducted
by both North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority (NJTPA) and Greater Mercer Transportation Management
Association (GMTMA). In 2017, NJTPA published a regional Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan
(CHSTP) that identified the transportation needs of seniors, low-income people, veterans and individuals with
disabilities. In the plan, Ocean County was identified as having a large number of age-restricted communities, along
with Middlesex and Somerset Counties. Due to this, the plan made the following recommendation: “Coordinate
among 55+ communities within Ocean, Middlesex, and Somerset Counties. Conduct market research and operations
studies to identify communities, including concentrations of existing 55+ communities, and opportunities for transit
coordination. Evaluate and integrate available local (municipal and county) services. Promote local services to
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developments where members of CHSTP target populations reside.” This report seeks to carry out this
recommendation.
In 2019, Greater Mercer TMA conducted an Ocean County coordinated human services transportation planning
study that sought to evaluate age-restricted communities with the end goal of identifying opportunities to coordinate
and develop new solutions for transportation needs. The study included a demographic analysis, identification of
existing fixed-route transit services, and proposed clusters of age-restricted communities where consolidation of
services could be viable. The study concluded that further outreach and analysis should focus on the identified
clusters.
This report expands on this analysis, analyzing demographic data of specific age-restricted communities, estimating
the number of residential parcels that have transit access, and conducting an in-depth analysis of the identified
clusters. The age-restricted community database used to identify clusters in the 2019 human services transportation
planning study was enhanced by adding the number of age-restricted units in each community. This database was
then used to better understand where clusters exist. The cluster analysis seeks to determine existing transit options
(both private and public) for each cluster, and identify site-specific recommendations. In addition, two case studies
were conducted in order to identify potential new solutions. These recommendations range from modifying existing
services to adding new innovative transportation solutions. Overall, this report attempts to answer three questions:
1. What level of coverage do current transit services provide?
2. How can transit services be improved for identified clusters?
3. What other transit solutions can be introduced?

2

Transit Overview

Coverage area, an element of accessibility, is an important component of transit service. This section offers an
analysis on the level of coverage by NJ Transit and Ocean Ride services for Ocean County residents. Using GIS,
walksheds were made to estimate how many residential parcels have access to fixed-route transit. The walksheds are
½-mile and use bus stop data for NJ Transit and Ocean Ride. They do not however consider the availability of
sidewalks or overall safety of the road for pedestrians.
The New Jersey Property Tax System, known as MOD-IV, was used to estimate how many residential parcels are
within the walksheds. MOD-IV provides uniform parcel data, including property use (i.e. Residential, Apartment,
Commerical, Industrial, etc.) for all properties in New Jersey. A parcel is considered to be in “walking distance” to a
bus stop if the center of the parcel was within the ½-mile walkshed. This analysis only uses properties that are coded
as residential or apartment. Since apartment parcels contain more than one housing unit this estimation is likely an
under estimate to the number of housing units.
2.1

Fixed-route Services

Ocean County has two main fixed-route bus services, NJ Transit and Ocean Ride. In total, there are six NJ Transit that
have stops in Ocean County, and eleven Ocean Ride routes (Map 1). As the map shows, service is primarily located in
the more heavily developed northern and eastern portions of Ocean County. In contrast, much of southwestern
Ocean County is undeveloped forestland. In the southeast, there is a cluster of age-restricted communities that do not
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have fixed-route service. However, this cluster is serviced by the Ocean Ride Barnegat shopper’s loop, a flexible route
service that runs every Tuesday and offers curb-to-curb service.
Using this method it was found that 21 of Ocean County’s 33 municipalities have at least one NJ Transit bus stop or
are within ½-mile walking distance to an NJ Transit bus stop. In total, 42,466 (18%) of residential or apartment
parcels are within the ½-mile walkshed.
Figure 1: Percent of Residential or Apartment Parcels with Transit
Access
Seaside Heights and Seaside Park have the
highest access at 75% and 58%, respectively,
30%
however, these are seasonal routes and do not
operate year-round. Lakewood has the highest access
18%
of non-seasonal service at 50%.
18%
Ocean Ride performs similarly to NJ Transit, with 24
municipalities having service and 41,384 (18%) of
residential or apartment parcels within a ½-mile to an
Ocean Ride stop. Lakehurst, at 97% coverage, has
almost all its residential or apartment parcels within
½-mile walking distance to an Ocean Ride stop.

6%
NJ Transit

Ocean Ride

NJ Transit or
Ocean Ride

NJ Transit and
Ocean Ride

NJ Transit and Ocean ride work well together in providing service to Ocean County. Combined, the two services cover
30% of residential or apartment parcels with 14,135 parcels (6%) having access to both (Figure 1). Lakehurst remains
the highest covered municipality, with Ship Bottom having the second highest coverage rate of 78%. Toms River has
the largest amount of parcels within the ½-mile walkshed, with 9,591 parcels covered. Three municipalities, Harvey
Cedars, Mantoloking, and Ocean Gate, have no fixed-route bus service, and South Toms River and Surf City both
have less than 10% coverage. Figure 2 and Figure 3 displays the municipalities with the largest number of parcels
covered and highest coverage rate. The full data is located in Appendix B.
Figure 3: Number of Residential of Apartment Parcels with
Transit Access by Municipality
9,591
9,011

Toms River
Lakewood
Lacey
Little Egg Harbor
Point Pleasant
Long Beach
Manchester
Berkeley
Point Pleasant Beach

Ship Bottom
Seaside Heights
Point Pleasant
Tuckerton
Seaside Park
Lakewood
Little Egg Harbor
Long Beach

15,877

Rest of Ocean County
Ocean Ride

66%
63%
60%
58%
53%
52%
50%

Pt Pleasant Beach

5,391
4,855
3,733
3,419
3,157
1,891

NJ Transit

97%
78%
75%

Lakehurst

7,150
5,640

Brick

Figure 2: Percent of Residential of Apartment Parcels with
Transit Access by Municipality

Both

22%

Rest of Ocean County
NJ Transit

Ocean Ride

Both
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2.2

Access Link Coverage

NJ Transit’s ADA paratransit program shadows local bus routes and light rail. In Ocean County, five bus lines, the 64,
67, 317, 559, and 830, are shadowed. In total, 23 of Ocean’s 33 municipalities have at least one residential or
apartment property within Access Link’s ¾-mile coverage area. Using the same method as the previous section, it was
estimated that 86,199 (37%) of residential or apartment parcels are within the ¾-mile coverage area and are thus
eligible for Access Link rides.
Seaside Park and Seaside Heights have the
highest coverage, with 100% of their
residential or apartment parcels within the
Access Link coverage area (Figure 4). With
18,605 residential or apartment parcels in the
coverage area, Toms River has the most
eligible parcels, followed by Brick (12,425) and
Lakewood (11,095). There are ten
municipalities with zero parcels in the
coverage area. Combined these municipalities
contain 35,822 residential or apartment
parcels. The full data is located in Appendix B.

Figure 4: Percent of Residential and Apartment Parcels Eligible for
Access Link
100%
100%
96%

Seaside Heights
Seaside Park
Island Heights

84%
77%
74%
71%
65%
61%
60%

Pt Pleasant Beach
Pine Beach
Eagleswood
Point Pleasant
Lakewood
Little Egg Harbor
Tuckerton
0%

50%

100%

Map 1 shows the location of Ocean Ride bus routes, NJ Transit bus routes, and NJ Transit Access Link in relation to
age-restricted housing. There are some instances where Ocean Ride and NJ Transit have overlapping coverage, in
these cases only the Ocean Ride routes will be visible. However, Map 2 shows the residential or apartment parcels
with access to any of the previous transit services as well as residential or apartment parcels that have no service. This
map highlights that the bulk of the transit service is located along Rt. 9, which serves as one of the main north-south
corridors in Ocean County. Additionally, there are “transit hotspots,” places where all transit services are available in
Point Pleasant, Toms River, Tuckerton, and Little Egg Harbor. The “cold spots”, places where no transit service is
available, are located in the north end of Jackson, Point Pleasant Beach, Ocean, and Stafford. The southern beach
townships also show up on the map as cold spots. Ocean Ride does run through these communities, however, there
are no official stops in GIS data. Since Ocean Ride can be hailed along its route, transit service is available in these
communities.
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Map 1: Fixed Route Bus Service and Age-Restricted Communities in Ocean County
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Map 2:Ocean Ride and NJ Transit Service Available by Residential or Apartment Parcels in Ocean County
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3

Cluster Analysis

The previous Greater Mercer TMA report identified agerestricted community clusters that may be good locations
for consolidation of services. This report will take a deeper
look into those clusters to identify cluster-specific solutions
based on demographic data of the areas and existing
services. In addition, the clusters were adjusted based on
density of units within the communities rather than just
the existence of the communities. Map 3 is a heat map
showing the locations of the highest density of agerestricted units. As the map shows, there are four main
clusters located in northern Ocean County.
3.1

Map 3: Density of Housing Clusters

Cluster Transit Access Maps

The following narratives and maps show each of the
clusters in detail and provide some basic demographic
data and an analysis of existing transit service. The total
population are based on the 2010 census data counts.
The housing unit count comes from community size data
from each community’s website, site plans, or realtor
websites. Other demographic data uses the 2018
American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates at the
census designated place (CDP) level.

3.1.1

Cluster 1

Cluster 1 is located in Manchester Township and is comprised of six different homeowners associations (HOAs). One
of the communities was built recently and all of its buildings do not show up on the map below. Cluster 1 has the
second smallest number of housing units of the four clusters and is more spread out than the others. In addition, it has
the lowest percent of zero-car households.
Two Ocean Ride bus routes service this cluster, OC 1A and OC 2. OC 2 makes stops within four of the communities
and OC 1A just passes by. Both OC 1A and OC 2 have very limited runs with OC 1A running twice a day, three days a
week, and OC 2 running only once a day, twice a week.
Nearby land uses include a strip mall located in the southwest area of the cluster (this commercial center has one
supermarket), and downtown Lakehurst, which is located a few miles away to the southwest.

3.1.2

Cluster 2

Cluster 2 is made up of nine HOAs and spans three municipalities: Brick, Lakewood, and Toms River. This cluster has
the smallest population of the four, and is also the oldest, with 49% of its population aged 75 or older.
This cluster has the most transit available and is the only cluster with NJ Transit access. The cluster has access to two
Ocean Ride routes, OC 3 and OC3A, and NJ Transit’s Route 67 bus service, both of which run along County Route
Page | 7

549 (Hooper Ave). The Ocean Ride lines make stops within four of the communities. This cluster is also the only one
with Access Link, with an estimated 2,249 (37%) housing units are eligible to apply for this service.
Nearby land uses include a large commercial development along State Route 70 to the north, and some smaller strip
malls along County Route 549. The Ocean Ride and NJ Transit buses travel to and from these commercial areas.

3.1.3

Cluster 3

Cluster 3, located in Manchester Township, is made up of 17 HOAs, the most of all the clusters. This cluster is the
second largest in terms of number of units, and has the highest number of zero vehicle households and lowest median
income.
The cluster has a single Ocean Ride bus route, OC 1A, providing service. OC 1A runs infrequently, with only two runs a
day and operating only three days a week. However, the stops are placed in high density areas resulting in this cluster
having the largest number of units within ½ mile of a transit stop. In addition to Ocean Ride, seniors in this cluster
have access to a volunteer driver service through “Helping Hands.” Helping Hands is run by the Saint Elizabeth Seton
Parish and uses volunteers to arrange transportation to local destinations such as the grocery store, doctor's
appointments, bank, lab testing, church, etc.
Nearby land uses are two medium commercial areas located in the center of the cluster. This commercial area
consists of a supermarket, U.S Post Office, restaurants, and other uses. OC 1A can be used to access these
commercial areas.

3.1.4

Cluster 4

Located in Toms River Township, cluster 4 is made up of two communities, Holiday City and Silver Ridge, which are
run by 9 different HOAs. This cluster has the largest population of the four and the second highest percentage of
households with no vehicle available. This cluster also has the highest median income.
Transit service is limited to two Ocean Ride lines, OC10 and OC2. Located on State Highway 37, OC 10 is difficult to
access via walking alone. OC 2, which also runs along State Highway 37, diverts and has a stop at the post office.
There is sidewalk access for this route, and getting to the stop is viable for a small number of units. However, OC 2
has very in-frequent service and is only active 2 times per week. This cluster has the fewest housing units within
walking distance to fixed-route transit. OC10 operates seven days a week, significantly more than OC 2, however as a
JARC route, this service is set up primarily for job access. In addition, OC 10 makes significantly fewer stops at Tom’s
River Business Park (one of the stops near this cluster), stopping only twice in the morning and twice in the evening.
The other nearby stop is at the BJ’s and Walmart and is only accessible by a few units and lacks sidewalks.
In addition to fixed-route bus service, residents in the cluster are eligible for "Berkeley Outreach." This service offers
door-to-door transportation to the nutrition site in Lanoka Harbor. Clients must be signed up by an outreach worker
from Berkeley Senior Outreach. Home visits are available if needed.
Nearby land uses include a large number of commercial buildings along State Highway 37, including supermarkets,
pharmacies, and restaurants. There is also a small strip mall in the center of the cluster on Mule Road.
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Cluster 1
Demographics
Size: 7,671 units
Total Population: 10,809
Zero-car Households: 6%
Aged 65 and Older: 79%
Aged 75 and Older: 43%
Median Income: $41, 096

Transit Access
Housing Units within 1/4 mile of Ocean Ride bus stop: 372
Housing Units within 1/2 mile of Ocean Ride bus stop: 1,216
No NJ Transit Bus or Access Link Service

Legend
Clubhouse or Main Building
Ocean Ride Bus Stop
Ocean Ride Bus Route

Transit Walkshed
1/4 MileTransit Walkshed
1/2 Mile Transit Walkshed

Age-Restricted Building Type
Within 1/4 Mile Transit Walkshed
Within 1/2 Mile Transit Walkshed
Not Within Transit Walkshed

Non Age-Restricted Building Type
Commercial
Other

0

0.5

1 Mile

Cluster 2
Demographics
Size: 6,125 units
Total Population: 9,206
Zero-car Households: 9%
Aged 65 and Older: 73%
Aged 75 and Older: 49%
Median Income: $42, 769

Transit Access
Housing Units within 1/4 mile of Ocean Ride bus stop: 1,171
Housing Units within 1/2 mile of Ocean Ride bus stop: 1,988
Housing Units within 1/4 Mile of NJ Transit Bus Stop: 35
Housing Units within 1/2 Mile of NJ Transit Bus Stop: 379

Legend
Clubhouse or Main Building
Ocean Ride Bus Stop
Ocean Ride Bus Route
NJ Transit Bus Stop
NJ Transit Bus Route

Transit Walkshed
1/4 MileTransit Walkshed
1/2 Mile Transit Walkshed

Age-Restricted Building Type
Within 1/4 Mile Transit Walkshed
Within 1/2 Mile Transit Walkshed
Not Within Transit Walkshed

Non Age-Restricted Building Type
Commercial
Other

0

0.5

1 Mile

Cluster 3
Demographics
Size: 11,163 units
Total Population: 14,744
Zero-car Households: 16%
Aged 65 and Older: 72%
Aged 75 and Older: 40%
Median Income: $30, 191

Transit Access
Housing Units within 1/4 mile of Ocean Ride bus stop: 753
Housing Units within 1/2 mile of Ocean Ride bus stop: 2,526
No NJ Transit Bus or Access Link Service

Legend
Clubhouse or Main Building
Ocean Ride Bus Stop
Ocean Ride Bus Route

Transit Walkshed
1/4 MileTransit Walkshed
1/2 Mile Transit Walkshed

Age-Restricted Building Type
Within 1/4 Mile Transit Walkshed
Within 1/2 Mile Transit Walkshed
Not Within Transit Walkshed

Non Age-Restricted Building Type
Commercial
Other

0

0.5

1 Mile

Cluster 4
Demographics
Size: 13,805 units
Total Population: 19,611
Zero-car Households: 10%
Aged 65 and Older: 68%
Aged 75 and Older: 39%
Median Income: $39,513

Transit Access
Housing Units within 1/4 mile of Ocean Ride bus stop: 154
Housing Units within 1/2 mile of Ocean Ride bus stop: 749
No NJ Transit Bus or Access Link Service

Legend
Clubhouse or Main Building
Ocean Ride Bus Stop
Ocean Ride Bus Route

Transit Walkshed
1/4 MileTransit Walkshed
1/2 Mile Transit Walkshed

Age-Restricted Building Type
Within 1/4 Mile Transit Walkshed
Within 1/2 Mile Transit Walkshed
Not Within Transit Walkshed

Non Age-Restricted Building Type
Commercial
Other

0

0.25

0.5

1 Miles

3.2

Demographic Profile of
Identified Clusters

Map 8: Census Desginated Places Locations

An age-restricted community specific
demographic profile was developed
using the U.S. Census Bureau’s
Census Designated Place (CDP)
geographic division. CDPs are the
statistical counterparts of
incorporated places and are
delineated to provide data for settled
concentrations of population that are
identifiable by name but are not
legally incorporated under the laws of
the state in which they are located.
Due to the size and history of Ocean’s
age-restricted communities, many are
themselves CDPs. This allows for the
dissemination of census data that is
specific to these communities. In total,
nine CDPs contain age-restricted communities, four are made up of multiple age-restricted communities and five
contain a single age-restricted community. Map 8 shows the location of the CDPs within Ocean County, and Table 2
shows the CDP name and their associated cluster. Table 2 also shows how much of the cluster’s households have
CDP coverage. For example, only 47% of cluster 2’s households are represented in the CDP data. This estimation was
calculated by dividing the CDP’s American Community Survey’s estimated number of housing units by the known
number of units within each cluster. The source of the demographic data in this section comes from the American
Community Survey 2018 5-Year Estimates. The transit estimations come from GMTMA’s analysis.
Table 2: Census Designated Place Names
Map
Number
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

% of Cluster
CDP Name
Cluster Households within CDP
Leisure Knoll
Cluster 1
53%
Leisure Village West
Cluster 1
47%
Leisure Village East
Cluster 2
Cedar Glen Lakes
Cluster 3
86%
Crestwood Village
Cluster 3
Pine Ridge at Crestwood Cluster 3
Holiday City-Berkeley
Cluster 4

8 Silver Ridge

Cluster 4

9 Holiday City South

Cluster 4

10 Holiday Heights

79%

Cluster 4
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Three of the four clusters have gotten younger, with
the percentage of those aged 65 and older decreasing
from 2013 to 2018.

Figure 5: Percent of Population 65 and Older, by Cluster
(2013 to 2018)
80%

As Figure 5 shows, with the exception of Cluster 1, the
percentage of those aged 65 and older has decreased
slightly for all clusters. The largest decrease was seen in
Cluster 2, whose 65 and older population decreased by
11%, resulting in it going from 78% of its total population
to 73%. In contrast, Ocean County’s 65 and older
population grew by 7% over the same period.
The decrease in 65 and older population coincided with
an increase in the 64 and younger population. This can be
advantageous for volunteer driver programs, who
typically rely on those aged 55 and older as drivers. The
ratio of those aged 55 to 74 (potential drivers) to those
aged 75 and older (potential users) is a good measure of
how difficult it might be to find volunteer drivers. Figure 6
shows this ratio for the four clusters. While cluster 2 did
see its 65 and older population shrink, it still has the
smallest ratio of potential drivers to potential users. This is
because the shrinking of its older population was due to
an increase in those aged 54 and younger (age-restricted
communities allow residents under 55 as long as at least
one person in the household is older than 55).

79%
78%
77%
76%
76%

78%
76%

75%
74%

73%
73%
72%

72%

71%

70%
68%
66%
2013
Cluster 1

Cluster 2

Cluster 4

All

Cluster 3

Figure 6: Ratio of 55 to 74 Year Old Population to 75 and
Older Population, by Cluster (2018)

1.28
1.16

The rate of zero-vehicle households is higher than
average for most of the cluster households. Median
age of the cluster does not seem to predict the rate of
zero-car households.
Interestingly, the overall age of the clusters does not seem
related to the percent of households with no vehicle. As
Figure 7 shows, Cluster 3 has the highest rate of novehicle households, despite having the second youngest
population of the clusters. In fact, Cluster 4 has the same
rate of zero-car households as Ocean County. One
explanation for this is income. As Figure 8 shows, Cluster
3 has the lowest median income, with $30,191. Cluster 2
has the second lowest median income and vehicle
availability rate.

2018

1.25

0.80

Cluster 1

Cluster 2

Cluster 3

Cluster 4
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Figure 7: Percent of Zero-Vehicle Households, by Cluster
(2018)

Figure 8: Median Household Income, by Cluster (2013 to
2018, in 2018 dollars)
$75,000

% Zero-vehcile Households

16%

$68,021

$50,000

$42,769
$41,096
$39,513
$30,191

10%

9%
6%

$25,000

$2013
Cluster 1

Cluster 2

Cluster 3

Cluster 4

2018

Cluster 1
Cluster 3
Ocean County

Cluster 2
Cluster 4

Overall, income for all clusters has increased from 2013, with the median income for all clusters combined being
$36,781, almost half that of Ocean County. However, the household size of the clusters is much lower compared to
the County.
Clusters 2 and 3 have the highest percentage of housing
units within walking distance to bus service.
As Figure 9 shows, Cluster 2 has the highest transit coverage
with an estimated 42% of residential units within ½ mile.
However, even with this access many residents may have
trouble accessing these services. Clusters 2 and 3 have the
highest rate of ambulatory difficulty, with rates of 27% and
26%, respectively (Figure 10). This reveals the importance of
alternative door-to-door services. Lastly, Cluster 4 has the
lowest coverage with only 6% of housing units within ½ mile,
and only 1% within ¼ mile.

Figure 9: Percent of Housing Units Within ¼ mile, ½ mile
of Transit, by Cluster
42%
35%
25%

22%
6%
Units within 1/2 Mile
Cluster 1

Cluster 2

7%

11%
1%

Units within 1/4 Mile
Cluster 3

Cluster 4
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Figure 10: Percent of Cluster Population with a Disability and Disability Type (2018)
32%
Have Any Disability

29%
10%
Independent Living Difficulty

12%
11%
5%

Self-care Difficulty

15%

21%

27%
26%

Ambulatory Difficulty

18%
6%
8%
7%
4%
Vision Difficulty

3%

9%

7%
6%

Hearing Disability

9%
0%

5%

10%
Cluster 1

4
4.1

40%

9%

5%
6%

Cognitive Difficulty

35%

13%
13%
12%
15%
Cluster 2

20%
Cluster 3

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

Cluster 4

Best Practices Case-Studies
Northern Virginia Rides

Northern Virginia Rides (NV Rides) is a case study in creating a
network of volunteer driver programs to help expand transportation
options for seniors living in the largely suburban communities of
Fairfax County. The idea for the project began in 2012 when Fairfax
County projected a dramatic increase in demand for senior services
due to the growth of its older population. A survey conducted in
2013 found that transportation was a growing issue, with 27% of
respondents reporting that they were unable to get to a destination
in the past month.

Map 9: NV Rides Partner Service Areas (Source
NV Rides)

The Fairfax County Board of Supervisors responded to this issue by
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adopting “The Fairfax County 50+ Community Action Plan”. The plan included 31 initiatives regarding housing,
transportation, community engagement, services, safety and health, and long-range planning. NV Rides, one of the
five transportation initiatives, was created to help Fairfax seniors age in place by addressing transportation needs
through support to community organizations that provide volunteer driving services or those who would like to set up
volunteer driver programs. Many volunteer driver services were already operating, with most of the programs,
completely volunteer run. The NV Rides program would serve to pool these resources to create and support a network
of volunteer driving organizations throughout Northern Virginia, increasing their collective impact.
Picture 1: NV Rides Logo

In 2014 NV Rides officially began by bringing together stakeholders from various older
adult organizations in Fairfax County. NV Rides started with four partner
organizations, two of which were not previously providing volunteer driver services.
Since then, eleven other programs have signed on to become partners. Partnering
organizations maintain autonomy, maintaining their own list of drivers, supplying rides
for residents in their coverage areas, and providing their own insurance.

NV Rides is able to increase the number of volunteer rides by providing assistance to
existing community organizations. Partnering organizations receive support in scheduling, administration, reporting,
marketing, and driver recruiting. One of the most important services provided is a license share of a scheduling
program “Ride Scheduler.” Ride Scheduler is a para-transit ride scheduling software for scheduling, mapping,
reporting, and managing of rides, clients, and drivers. Partnering organizations get to use the program and set up
their own database of riders and drivers, free of charge. NV Rides has access to all partnering organizations
databases enabling them to coordinate riders and drivers across organizations.
Another essential service provided by NV Rides is providing standardized background checks for all drivers. This not
only saves time and resources for organizations, but also ensures that a driver in one organization is able to driver for
any partnering organization.
With help from NV Rides, partnering organizations have been able to provide 39,647 rides totaling 277,528 miles
driven. The NV Rides network now consists of fifteen partnering organizations with 589 volunteers who have
provided 31,987 volunteer hours. An interview with Jennifer Kanarek, manager of NV Rides, revealed that one of the
biggest challenges for setting up this program was signing existing organizations on as partners. One of the
frequently cited fears of existing organizations was a loss of identity. Other organizations had concerns about data
sharing, both of drivers and riders. NV Rides growth, and that organizations that have joined have remained as
program partners, highlights that the program benefits have outweighed any initial concerns.
Figure 11: NV Rides Statistics (Sourve: NV Rides)

4.2

Newton In Motion

Newton in Motion, or NewMo, is a case study using a ride-sharing application to meet the transportation needs of an
aging population. With 20% of its residents aged 65 or older, there is large demand for transportation services. The
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City’s existing transit services are set up to provide access to downtown Boston and are not useful for local travel. In
addition, Newton’s previous paratransit service used taxi vouchers for the Veteran’s taxi service. However, this service
was unable to keep up with demand due to the increase in the senior population and a decline in the number of
Veteran taxi service drivers. This resulted in many rides being unfulfilled. The service was also not on-demand and
required 72-hour notice.
To address these issues, Newton began looking into technology solutions. In 2019, they put out a bid for technology
driven transportation service and received five proposals. Via was chosen due to its emphasis on ride-sharing, which
Newton felt provided opportunities for socializing and was more environmentally friendly, and gave the ability to
brand the vehicles. Via also provided vehicles, drivers, and customer service.
NewMo, which officially launched in June 2019, is available to

Figure 12: NewMo Service Information (Source: Via)

residents aged 60 and older and runs on weekdays from 8
a.m. to 5 p.m., and from 9 a.m. to noon on weekends. Rides
can be scheduled through the app or over the phone and
payment is completed via credit or debit card or by purchasing
pre-paid vouchers at any senior center. Rides are subsidized
and cost $5 or as little as $0.50 if the user qualifies. The
service has a maximum wait time of 30 minutes and an
average wait time of 10 minutes. During peak times there are
five vehicles on the road.
NewMo serves the entire city (18 square miles) and provides curb to curb service. Destinations are restricted to village
centers, senior centers, places of worship, and doctors’ offices. In collaboration with Newton’s Senior Center, Via
trains all drivers to provide special assistance, including helping riders in and out of the vehicle and to the door of their
home or destination. Certain healthcare trips, such as cancer patients or dialysis, are given priority to ensure the user
does not miss appointments.
On June 9th, 2020, an interview was conducted with the Director of
Transportation Planning, Nicole Freedman. She discussed some of
the changes that have occurred since the launch of the service as
well as challenges. One change was the type of vehicles provided.
Initially, Via was using vans, however, due to the difficulty seniors
had with entering and exiting the vehicles, they switched to sedans.
Another issue was the number of riders who used the app. Surveys
conducted by Newton found that although 50% of seniors have a
smartphone, only 20% used the app to arrange rides, opting
instead to call into Via directly. Consequently, the number of service
representatives was insufficient for the unexpectedly high number
of calls. Additionally, Via did not anticipate the length of time each
phone call would require, as seniors talked longer than the average user.
Picture 2: NewMo Branded Vehicle (Source:
Patch.com)
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This caused some users to be unable to arrange rides and were asked by Via to try again in five minutes. Newton is
hoping that providing more training on how to use the app increases the number of riders using the app.
Challenges:
•

Via underestimated the number of seniors who would call to request rides.

•

Via underestimated the amount of time it takes seniors to enter and exit vehicles.

•

Seniors who do not use the app have difficulty finding the vehicle and this has resulted in some seniors
missing their return ride. Via is unable to wait for extended periods of time as this will cause large delays for
other riders.

•

The reduction in operating hours has resulted in some users who were used to the old 24-hour voucher
system to become stranded.

•

No advanced booking is allowed, this makes some users, especially those who used the old system,
uncomfortable.

Recommendations for replication:
•

Have a backup vendor that can provide rides to
avoid stranding riders who miss rides or for
riders who require return trips outside the hours
of operation of the main service.

•

Provide training for seniors on how to use the
app.

•

Use sedans rather than vans or shuttles.

Figure 13: NewMo User Satisfaction (Source: Newton, MA)

Overall users of NewMo are satisfied with the service. Figure 14: NewMo User Satisfaction by Service Element (Source:
Newton, MA)
A survey conducted in March 2020 found that 62.8%
of users are either satisfied or very satisfied with this
service. However, respondents overwhelmingly want to
see expanded service hours, particularly on the
weekends. After service hours, respondents are least
satisfied with the phone wait time and vehicle wait
time.
In terms of trip purpose, most users (54%) said they
used NewMo for non-medical trips. The survey also
found that without this service a large portion (18%) of
users would not have made the trip otherwise. Very
few, 2.5%, would have driven themselves, and 40%
would have used a different service, i.e. taxi, Uber, or Lyft. The complete survey results can be found in Appendix C.
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5

Recommendations

The information within this report presented a detailed picture of the demographics and transit accessibility of and for
Ocean County’s senior population, particularly regarding its many 55+ senior communities. Transportation options
are essential to safely and comfortably age in place, and Ocean County’s large and growing senior population will
need more services. GMTMA has developed a set of recommendations to help address these needs. NJTPA’s 2017
CHSTP outlined recommendations and strategies by themes, and the suggested recommendations support the
following themes: Enhancing Communication, Infrastructure Improvements, Enhancing and Expanding Service,
Promoting Mobility on Demand, Incentivizing Operational Coordination, and Increasing Auto Connections with
Assistance.
1. Provide travel training for age-restricted communities located near transit.
Three of the clusters had large percentages of their housing units within walking distance to bus routes.
Travel trainings on how to use these service should be conducted at these communities in order to increase
usage of existing services.
2. Create Ocean County Mobility Guide.
NJTPA’s CHSTP plan identified enhanced communication as a priority need. An Ocean County Mobility
Guide should be created to help meet this need. The guide should be set up as an information resource for
transportation that acts as “travel training” in guide form. Information on all transportation available in the
county, NJ Transit, County, Municipal, TNCs, bikeshare, and any private carrier options, should be included.
The guide should also instruct on how to ride/use each transportation option, fares, apps and other relevant
information.
3. Modify OC 10 to add a stop in Cluster 4 during off peak times.
OC 10 currently makes two stops near Cluster 4, one in the Toms River Business Park and another at the
Walmart/ BJ’s. The BJ’s stop is only walkable for a small number of units and part of the walk has no
sidewalks. The stop at Toms River Business Park has more housing units within walking distance, but the
entire walk lacks sidewalks. In addition, the bus only stops at Toms River Business Park twice during the
morning and twice during the evening, for the stop’s primary function is providing job access for the
businesses located in the Park.
If possible, adding a stop at the Post Office, which is the current OC 2 stop, would make this route accessible
for approximately 544 more housing units. This new stop should be an off-peak only stop as to not disrupt
service to the business park. The stop would add one mile of driving distance (one-way). Overall, adding a
Post Office stop would greatly increase transit options for residents of Cluster 4.
4. Explore creating a network of volunteer driver programs similar to NV Rides.
The success of NV Rides shows both the benefit and viability of creating a network of volunteer driver
programs and providing the support and license sharing for ride scheduling software. A program modeled
after NV Rides has the potential to greatly improve quality of life for non-driving seniors by providing
affordable transportation. Though transit is a good solution for some, there are many seniors who are unable
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or uncomfortable with using bus services. This is also a viable solution as the number of potential volunteers
within the clusters is increasing. As the demographic analysis revealed the overall age of age-restricted
communities is decreasing, and thus increasing the ratio of potential volunteers to users.
Greater Mercer TMA should begin this process by discussing the structure of this program with Ocean
County and other relevant stakeholders. Greater Mercer TMA should also determine the number of and
needs of existing volunteer driver programs.
5. Explore creating an on-demand transit service similar to NewMo.
While the overall success of this program in Newton, Massachusetts remains unknown, due to its newness
and the COVID-19 pandemic, a similar service can be useful in the identified clusters. As the cluster analysis
revealed, while some clusters do have substantial transit coverage, others do not and achieving 100%
coverage is difficult to do with conventional transit services. This is due to curvilinear streets and overall
sprawling nature of these communities. An on demand ride-sharing service has the potential to improve the
quality of life for non-driving seniors in these clusters. Cluster 4 would serve as a good pilot location for this
service as it has the lowest transit accessibility and the largest 75 and older population.
Greater Mercer TMA should begin this process by reaching out to on-demand transportation companies.
These companies can provide ridership estimations.
6. Conduct outreach and surveys for residents in these clusters or other age-restricted communities.
The originally planned focus groups were not conducted due to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic. Talking
with potential users of these services is an essential part of developing useful solutions. Therefore, in person
interviews and focus groups should be organized when it becomes possible to do so. If in-person interviews
are not possible, virtual and non-contact alternatives should be considered.
7. Implement Complete Streets
Lack of sidewalks can make transit inaccessible even when it is within walking distance of a location.
Complete Streets should be adopted and implemented to improve access to the transit that is available and
improve the overall walkability of the area.
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Introduction:
GMTMA will evaluate the senior communities in Ocean County with the end goal of identifying
opportunities to both coordinate services and develop new solutions for addressing transportation
needs. With the average age of Ocean County’s residents almost 9% higher than the state average, the
need for addressing senior transportation issues must be a high priority.
In order to get an accurate idea of existing conditions on the ground GMTMA has compiled spatial and
demographic data to present and help identify trends in overall population, senior population, senior
housing, affordability, and overall demand for transportation. Continuing with geographic analysis
GMTMA has compiled information regarding existing transportation options as is publically available,
the Existing Transportation section below identifies NJ Transit bus routes, local Ocean Ride bus shuttles,
as well as other smaller services. Through coordination with Cross County Connection TMA, this report
presents geographic information for existing destinations that might be relevant to locally residing
senior citizens.
A mapping effort was also undertaken to identify the location of all senior citizen exclusive housing
communities. Lists of communities were compiled with the help of Cross County Connection TMA and
Ocean Ride and then geocoded by GMTMA through the use of Google Earth. This new geographic
dataset has been used below to compare locations of senior housing communities to census tract level
demographic data, as well as other existing infrastructure like existing transportation and destination
points. In further research this dataset can be used to conduct more thorough planning for shared bus
services and route mapping between communities.
By mapping out the location of these communities, GMTMA has been able to identify three community
clusters in which similar communities are in close proximity to each other. These community clusters
could be the focus point for future outreach and coordination efforts.
GMTMA has begun outreach to Ocean County’s senior communities but met with significant resistance
from local gatekeepers and transportation providers. A survey was developed and utilized during phone
conversations bus only 8 surveys were collected. During our conversations it was made clear that there
are private transportation providers serving these communities whose data and services are not
publically available online or through Ocean Ride. There is significant need for further outreach efforts
to these communities in order to establish what services they rely on and how those services could be
more efficiently utilized.
The appendix of this report will include population data, senior housing lat/long coordinates, and
section 5310 vehicle grant recipients from NJ Transit.
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Demographics
Introduction:
Ocean County is the second largest county in the state containing 638 square miles of Pine Barrens and
barriers islands and a 45 mile long coastline along the Atlantic Ocean. It is a diverse county consisting of
protected forests, farms, and suburban development in inland territories. Large urban communities exist
in Toms River Township, Brick Township, and Lakewood Township. Smaller, but still fully developed
communities like Seaside Heights, Point Pleasant Beach, Lavallette, and others, are located on the
Barrier Island and peninsulas. Beach communities have a distinctly different building pattern from
neighboring urban, suburban, and rural communities further inland.
A total of 33 distinct municipalities make up Ocean County; Toms River is the county seat. Since 1990
Ocean County has been one of New Jersey’s fastest growing counties. As of the 2017 U.S. Census
estimate the county’s population was 597,943. In 2010 Ocean County surpassed Union County to
become the sixth most populous county in New Jersey which was made possible by the extremely rapid
growth experienced in this region. From 2000 to 2010 Ocean County experienced the highest overall
increase in population out of any New Jersey County. Interestingly, according to the population
estimates published by the U.S Census Bureau, most municipalities in Ocean County maintained a
moderate rate of growth or even lost population between 2007 and 2017. One Community stands out;
Lakewood Township experienced 47% growth during that 10 year span and in the process became the
most populous municipality in Ocean County with 102,682 residents as of 2017. All 33 Ocean County
municipalities with population totals for years 2007, 2012, and 2017 are listed in the appendix.

Density of Residents Age 60+
Figure 1 below visually represents the percentage of the population age sixty years and older. The age of
sixty was chosen because often senior communities are limited to residents aged fifty five and older,
and sixty was the closest age bracket available through publically available census data. The source for
this census tract level data is the American Community Survey 2017 5 – year estimates.
Table 1, as seen below, presents age data for each municipality in Ocean County. In addition to the
percentage of the population that is over age sixty years or older the table also shows the total number
of those age sixty or older by municipality. Several municipalities are so small they share a census tract
with a neighboring municipality. In these cases, one of the two neighboring municipalities is attributed
the entirety of the census tract and the other is left out.
Density of the senior population is important because this information can help inform transportation
providers and advocates as to which areas have a critical mass of riders necessary to sustain senior
specific public transportation and which areas might be most in need of senior specific transportation
solutions.
Several beach communities have a high percentage of senior citizens, but relatively low populations so
would not be the first targets for increased public transportation advocacy. However, some
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communities have both high overall numbers and high percentages of senior citizens. Municipalities of
specific interest include Manchester Township and Berkeley Township.

Figure 1 Density of Residents Age 60+ (source: Census - ACS 2017 5- year estimates)
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Brick township
Manchester township
Seaside Park borough
Barnegat township
Jackson township
Plumsted township
Lakewood township
Little Egg Harbor township
Long Beach township
Ocean township
Surf City borough
Tuckerton borough
Beach Haven borough
Beachwood borough
Eagleswood township
Lavallette borough
Mantoloking borough
Ocean Gate borough
Pine Beach borough
Point Pleasant borough
Stafford township
Berkeley township
Barnegat Light borough
Bay Head borough
Harvey Cedars borough
Island Heights borough
Lakehurst borough
Point Pleasant Beach
borough
Seaside Heights borough
Ship Bottom borough
South Toms River borough
Toms River township
Lacey township

# of people age 60+
% of people 60+
19,804
26.4
24,170
55.7
1,504
28.6
*same as Long Beach Twsp

*same as Long Beach Twsp

13,089
1,614
12,725
6,794
1,095
3,785
1,188
942
702
1,820
379
1,209
664
402
623
4,238
7137
20,573
7,172
#N/A

23.2
19.0
12.8
32.8
68.4
42.8
53.5
27.9
51.5
16.3
23.6
59.2
50.9
21.0
28.5
22.9
26.4
50.3
32.4
#N/A

*same as Long Beach Twsp

*same as Long Beach Twsp

523
402
1,310

33.1
15.0
28.6

1,504
1,188
463
24,390
7,222

28.6
53.5
12.4
26.7
25.4

Table 1: Number and Percentage of People Aged 60 and Older, by Municipality (source: census ACS 2017 5 - year estimates)
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Percentage of people age 60+ living below the poverty level
Figure 2 shown below identifies the percentage of all people age 60 + living in a census tract that fall
below the poverty level, as identified by the federal government. The U.S. Census Bureau defines
poverty status per household and includes all income before taxes including earning, social security, and
pension but does not include capital gains from investments and noncash benefits like food stamps. The
poverty level is set at the national level and does not vary from region to region.
Analysis of poverty among senior citizens further allows policy makers and activists to identify specific
areas that might need more attention and might have increased demand for public transportation.
Areas that are experiencing the highest rate of senior poverty are Manchester Township and Lakewood
Borough. According to table 1, both Manchester Township and Lakewood Borough have a high number
of senior citizens therefore both Lakewood and Manchester have a number of senior citizens living in
poverty.

Figure 2 : % of Senior Citizens Living in Poverty by Census Tract (Source: census ACS 2017 5 - year estimates)
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Percent of Households with no vehicles available
Figure 3 shown below thematically maps census tracts based on the percentage of households in those
census tracts are living without access to a private vehicle. This metric is important because lack of
access to a vehicle requires people to use public transportation or seek alternate forms of
transportation.
The map below is also overlain with location data for all identified senior housing complexes. Locating
the senior complexes on this map could give us a better idea of how many senior in those specific
complexes don’t have access to a vehicle.
Manchester Township and Lakewood Borough are both have high rates of households without access to
a vehicle. As this overlay map shows these two communities are also home to a significant number of
senior housing communities.

Figure 3: % of Households without Access to a Vehicle (Source: census 2017 ACS 5 - year estimates)
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Existing Senior Communities
Figure 4 shown below is a map of geocoded locations of all identified senior housing complexes in Ocean
County. Any complex that is exclusively a senior community qualifies; a senior community is any
community for people 55 years old and older. Community types range large lot single family homes to
apartments in multi-story apartment buildings. Some of the communities included are assisted living
communities and provide specialized services for senior citizens no longer able to live independently.
However, most communities are simply age restricted and comprised generally of active seniors.
The list of communities was created with the information provided by Ocean Ride, Ocean County Office
of Senior Services, and Cross County Connection TMA. GMTMA geocoded each senior community
through the use of Google Earth.

Figure 4: Senior Housing Communities in Ocean County (Source: GMTMA)
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Clusters
Considering the expansive size of Ocean County it will be more reasonable and feasible to identify
certain clusters of communities that are in close proximity to each other and work on identifying
solutions that could benefit these specific clusters. Different areas of Ocean County are going to have
different needs and identifying clusters will allow planners to tailor their approach to the specific needs
of a community. Further, identifying clusters may point out communities that have more in common
than just proximity. For example communities in low income areas are likely to all be affected by some
of the challenges that come with being of low income; many people in this area may lack access to a
vehicle.
To begin the process of identifying meaningful clusters figure 5 presents 3 distinct areas; each cluster
has a significant number of senior housing communities in close proximity and similar land use patterns.
We’ve also tried to pick communities that fall into demographic areas that are experiencing some of the
challenges we’ve outlined above such as, poverty or lack of access to a private vehicle.

Cluster 1: Lakewood Township

Cluster 2: Toms River, Whitesville
Road Section

Cluster 3: Manchester and Berkeley
Townships

Figure 5: Age-Restricted Community Clusters (Source: GMTMA)
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Cluster 1: Lakewood Township
Figure 6 presented below is a detailed view of the geography of the communities identified as part of
the Lakewood Township senior housing community cluster. In total there are 9 communities identified
as part of this cluster.
Cluster 1: Communities
Eleanor Levovitz Senior Apts.
John J. Currey Senior Apts.
Lulu Ward Towers
Lakewood Plaza 1
Lakewood Plaza 2
Ray Clayton Senior Apts.
John F. Kennedy Apts.
Pine River Village

Cluster 1 as shown in figure 6 is comprised of apartment buildings
ranging from single story to multi-story buildings. They are all within
the more urban area of Lakewood Township and within close
proximity to each other. As seen earlier Lakewood Township and this
area in particular has a high rate of senior citizens living in poverty and
of households without access to a vehicle.

Figure 6: Cluster 1 Communities (Source: GMTMA)
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Cluster 2: Toms River, Whitesville Road Section
Cluster 2: Communities
Roberts Mobile Home Park
The Woods at Massachusetts Condos
Hopes Crossing/Homes for all
Dover Chase Apts.
Raymore Mobile Home park
Lake Ridge community
The Residence at Toms River
North Point Hollow Condominiums
Homestead Run Mobile Home park

Figure 7 displays communities of cluster2. These communities
center around the intersection of State Highway 70 and
Whitesville Road in northwest Toms River. They are a mixture
of condominium apartments and mobile home parks, with one
assisted living facility at the “Residence at Toms River”. Their
close proximity to each other, less than one mile in most cases,
makes these nine communities a logical focus point for
transportation service coordination.

Figure 7: Cluster 2 Communities (Source: GMTMA)
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Cluster 3: Manchester and Berkeley Townships
Cluster 3 Communities
East Side Communities
Holiday Heights
Holiday City at Berkeley
Holiday City South
Holiday City Carefree
Holiday City West
Silver Ridge Park East
Silver Ridge Park West
Silver Ridge Park North
Silver Ridge Park Westerly ext.
West Side Communities
Cedar Glen Lakes
Lennar/Reserve At Glen Lakes
The Meadows of Lake Ridge
Pine Ridge South Mobile
Homes
County Walk of Lake Ridge
Crestwood Villages 1 - VII

Cluster three communities, presented in figure 8, are spread
between Manchester and Berkeley Townships. These communities
are comprised primarily of single family owner occupied homes. This
area of Manchester and Berkeley Townships is sparsely populated
with these large communities making up the majority of homes in
the area. Due to this, senior population density is high for these two
areas. Both areas are not well served by any existing public transit
routes.
Cluster three is further divided into west and east side because there
is significant open space between the two areas. West side
communities are located in Manchester Township and east side
communities are located in Berkeley Township.
Another reason why these communities were aggregated together
into one cluster is because many communities on both the east and
west side of this cluster or managed by the same management
company and were built by the same developer. Similar
management structures present the possibility of expanded
collaboration between communities

West Side Communities

East Side Communities

Figure 8: Cluster 3 Communities (Source: GMTMA)
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Existing Public Transportation
NJ Transit Fixed Routes:
Ocean County is served by several public transportation options. NJ Transit provides six routes that have
stops in Ocean County and several others that pass through Ocean County along the Garden State
Parkway without making stops. Bus lines presented below have stops on local and county roads in
Ocean County and serve most of the inland communities in the county. Few buses serve the barrier
islands and peninsulas, except NJ Transit rt. 137 which enters Seaside Heights and Seaside Park Borough.
NJ Transit Rt. 63, Rt. 67, Rt. 137, Rt. 317, and Rt. 559 are particularly important for our consideration in
regards to senior housing. The table below provides more information as to NJ Transit bus route service
area.
Rt. 63
RT. 67
Rt. 137
Rt. 317
Rt. 559

Service area
Connects Monmouth County with Lakewood – serves cluster 1
Connects beach towns of Seaside Heights/Park to Toms River then travels to Newark and
Jersey City. Serves the Toms River cluster
Connects beach communities of Seaside Heights/Park to Toms River, Lakewood, and Brick
then travels to NYC.
Travels in the East – West direction, connecting the northern part of the county (Pt.
Pleasant, Brick, Lakewood, Jackson, and Plumsted Townships) to Camden and
Philadelphia.
Travels down the north-south length of NJ rt. 9, traversing the length of Ocean County
from Lakewood Township to Little Egg Harbor and then heading to Atlantic City.
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Figure 9: NJ Transit Bus Routes (Source: NJ Transit and GMTMA)
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Ocean Ride Fixed Routes:
Ocean County is also serviced by the local transportation provider Ocean Ride which provides three
distinct services. Ocean Ride operates a fixed route bus system, an on demand Reserve a Ride program,
and ongoing door to door Stand by Trip Program. The on demand Reserve a Ride program and door to
door Stand by Trip Program are available to every eligible resident of Ocean County and are widely
utilized. The fixed route services are of more interest to us and our research into increasing efficiency of
available transportation for senior citizens because there is a lot of opportunity to increase capacity and
efficiency with existing routes. These buses have extra capacity and could pick up more riders along
their existing routes without dedicated more resources.
Ocean Ride operates eleven fixed bus routes. The map below outlines their routes throughout Ocean
County. Buses serve the Manchester and Lakewood clusters as well as southern beach communities.

Figure 10: Ocean Fixed Bus Routes (Source: Cross County Connection and GMTMA)
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Destinations
With the assistance of Cross County Connection TMA we were able to identify and geo-locate important
service organizations that are actively serving seniors in the community and in Ocean County. Figure 11
displays all identified organizations and their proximity to senior housing. Norther parts of the county
such as Lakewood and Toms River have a higher concentration of service organization and government
institutions. A total of 125 destination points were identified.

Figure 11: Ocean County Destinations (Source: Cross County Connection and GMTMA)
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Next steps
Efforts up to now have focused on collecting and analyzing demographic and spatial data. This builds a
foundation for future efforts that will allow GMTMA to conduct focused outreach. During initial
conversations with several of the housing management organizations we’ve discovered that many
communities provide private transportation to their residents. Private community busses are not shown
in the Existing Transportation section above because information about them is not publically available.
However, these privately funded buses do fill an important transportation role in some of these
communities. There could be opportunities for coordination of these privately funded busses to increase
overall efficiency and expand services.
Outreach should be focused on the three clusters identified above as these are most likely to share
services due to their similar demographic makeup and close proximity. Ocean Ride has provided
GMTMA with a letter of support indicating their awareness and support of our efforts toward
coordinating transportation solutions. An introductory email and physical letter should be sent to all
community organizations and then followed up with a phone call. Mailings should include an
introduction to GMTMA’s role in the community, the letter of support from Ocean Ride, and a survey
that GMTMA has already created. On rare occasions and in particularly important communities it might
be necessary to attend a community meeting or try to meet face to face with community managers to
gather needed information.
Outreach should also include a general education campaign in which residents are made more aware of
existing transportation options. Further, residents who are hesitant with using public transportation
should be encouraged and taught to do so through Travel Training workshops and seminars. One on one
counseling should be pursued for residents who could benefit the most from public transportation or
who are willing but hesitant to participate. One on one counseling can be accomplished through the
GMTMA call center or through partnerships with other organizations who have experience with
transportation training, organizations like NJ TIP @ Rutgers.
Once communities have been contacted and information has been gathered GMTMA should examine all
available public and private transportation options and identify areas of overlap and redundancy; the
overall goal will be to limit those areas and encourage sharing and efficiency. Versions of a preliminary
plan should be developed and disturbed to affected communities for comment. At this point it would be
beneficial to host workshops and information gathering sessions with community members. Plans
should be informed by community input. Community decision makers should be identified and
empowered to push for changes with their providing agency or to initiate campaigns that would create
new transportation solutions.
Any future transportation solution proposed should be informed with community outreach and through
partnership with the community, plans created by GMTMA can be realized on the ground once local
leadership is on board.
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Item 1: Ocean County Municipalities and Populations
Source: US Census: 2017 5 – year estimates:
Municipality
Barnegat Township
Barnegat Light Borough
Bay Head Borough
Beach Haven Borough
Beachwood Borough
Berkeley Township
Brick Township
Eagleswood Township
Harvey Cedars Township
Island Heights Borough
Jackson Township
Lacey Township
Lakehurst Borough
Lakewood Township
Lavallette Borough
Little Egg Harbor Township
Long Beach Township
Manchester Township
Mantoloking Borough
Ocean Township
Ocean Gate Borough
Pine Beach Borough
Plumsted Township
Point Pleasant Borough
Point Pleasant Beach Borough
Seaside Heights Borough
Seaside Park Borough
Ship Bottom Borough
South Toms River Borough
Stafford Township
Surf City Borough
Toms River Township
Tuckerton Borough

Pop 2007
21,854
834
1,267
1,379
10,790
42,656
78,296
1,648
392
1,878
52,629
25,319
2,715
69,876
2,757
20,479
3,530
41,757
451
8,615
2,131
2,053
8,194
19,964
5,416
3,317
2,307
1,440
3,715
26,260
1,549
95,202
3,855

Pop 2012
21,269
571
966
1,171
11,038
41,264
74,899
1,605
340
1,659
55,440
27,945
2,646
95,062
1,870
20,292
3,040
42,943
292
8,500
2,013
2,123
8,415
18,376
4,640
2,877
1,574
1,148
3,676
26,702
1,199
91,694
3,343

Pop 2017
22,783
587
981
1,182
11,248
41,747
75,516
1,611
342
1,667
57,073
28,819
2,697
102,682
1,849
21,177
3,065
43,395
257
9,049
2,021
2,903
8,543
18,651
4,544
2,903
1,549
1,143
3,772
27,346
1,187
93,017
3,372

Ocean County Total

565,525

580,592

597,943
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Appendix B: Residential and Apartment Parcel Transit Access Analysis Results
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Township
Barnegat Light Boro
Barnegat Twp
Bay Head Boro
Beach Haven Boro
Beachwood Boro
Berkeley Twp
Brick Twp
Eagleswood Twp
Harvey Cedars Boro
Island Heights Boro
Jackson Twp
Lacey Twp
Lakehurst Boro
Lakewood Twp
Lavallette Boro
Little Egg Harbor Twp
Long Beach Twp
Manchester Twp
Mantoloking Boro
Ocean Gate Boro
Ocean Twp
Pine Beach Boro
Plumsted Twp
Point Pleasant Boro
Pt Pleasant Beach Boro
Seaside Heights Boro
Seaside Park Boro
Ship Bottom Boro
South Toms River Boro
Stafford Twp
Surf City Boro
Toms River Twp
Tuckerton Boro

Ocean County

Residential of Apartment Parcels with NJ Transit Access
Total Residential or Apartment Parcels
Total Residential or Apartment
within 1/2 Mile of NJ Transit Stop
Parcels
1,134
1,081
8,751
958
2,259
1,201
3,720
2,340
22,896
5,366
30,452
279
709
1,177
138
793
1,858
17,824
2,272
11,728
686
8,460
16,973
2,459
3,839
10,296
7,505
16,273
471
1,045
1,177
4,511
144
888
695
2,413
3,249
7,697
1,019
2,862
1,357
1,817
1,106
1,913
1,743
74
1,120
688
12,427
2,115
5,475
36,376
648
1,406

42,466

Source: GMTMA Analysis, NJOIT MOD-IV Parcel Data

235,397

Percent
Coverage
0%
12%
0%
0%
32%
10%
18%
39%
0%
17%
10%
19%
0%
50%
0%
37%
0%
0%
0%
0%
26%
16%
29%
42%
36%
75%
58%
0%
7%
6%
0%
15%
46%

Seasonal
Yes
Yes

Partial

18%

B-2

Township
Barnegat Light Boro
Barnegat Twp
Bay Head Boro
Beach Haven Boro
Beachwood Boro
Berkeley Twp
Brick Twp
Eagleswood Twp
Harvey Cedars Boro
Island Heights Boro
Jackson Twp
Lacey Twp
Lakehurst Boro
Lakewood Twp
Lavallette Boro
Little Egg Harbor Twp
Long Beach Twp
Manchester Twp
Mantoloking Boro
Ocean Gate Boro
Ocean Twp
Pine Beach Boro
Plumsted Twp
Point Pleasant Boro
Pt Pleasant Beach Boro
Seaside Heights Boro
Seaside Park Boro
Ship Bottom Boro
South Toms River Boro
Stafford Twp
Surf City Boro
Toms River Twp
Tuckerton Boro

Residential of Apartment Parcels with Ocean Ride Access
Total Residential or Apartment Parcels
Total Residential or
within 1/2 Mile of Ocean Ride Stop
Apartment Parcels
302
1,134
8,751
282
958
674
2,259
3,720
817
22,896
3,118
30,452
108
709
1,177
793
19
17,824
4,726
11,728
665
686
1,295
16,973
1,047
2,459
4,793
10,296
3,733
7,505
3,419
16,273
471
1,045
4,511
888
2,413
4,008
7,697
1,834
2,862
1,355
1,817
302
1,913
1,368
1,743
5
1,120
810
12,427
165
2,115
5,793
36,376
746
1,406

Ocean County
Source: GMTMA Analysis, NJOIT MOD-IV Parcel Data

41,384

235,397

Percent Coverage
27%
0%
29%
30%
0%
4%
10%
15%
0%
0%
0%
40%
97%
8%
43%
47%
50%
21%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
52%
64%
75%
16%
78%
0%
7%
8%
16%
53%

18%
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Township
Barnegat Light Boro
Barnegat Twp
Bay Head Boro
Beach Haven Boro
Beachwood Boro
Berkeley Twp
Brick Twp
Eagleswood Twp
Harvey Cedars Boro
Island Heights Boro
Jackson Twp
Lacey Twp
Lakehurst Boro
Lakewood Twp
Lavallette Boro
Little Egg Harbor Twp
Long Beach Twp
Manchester Twp
Mantoloking Boro
Ocean Gate Boro
Ocean Twp
Pine Beach Boro
Plumsted Twp
Point Pleasant Boro
Pt Pleasant Beach Boro
Seaside Heights Boro
Seaside Park Boro
Ship Bottom Boro
South Toms River Boro
Stafford Twp
Surf City Boro
Toms River Twp
Tuckerton Boro

Ocean County

Residential or Apartment Parcels with NJ Transit And/Or Ocean Ride Access
Total Parcels
with Access to
Total Residential or
Percent NJ Transit
Percent NJ
Percent Ocean
Any Transit
Apartment Parcels
AND Ocean Ride
Transit Only
Ride Only
302
1,134
0%
0%
27%
1,081
8,751
0%
12%
0%
282
958
0%
0%
29%
674
2,259
0%
0%
30%
1,201
3,720
0%
32%
0%
3,157
22,896
0%
10%
4%
7,150
30,452
4%
13%
6%
279
709
15%
24%
0%
1,177
0%
0%
0%
138
793
0%
17%
0%
1,877
17,824
0%
10%
0%
5,640
11,728
12%
8%
29%
665
686
0%
0%
97%
9,011
16,973
4%
45%
3%
1,047
2,459
0%
0%
43%
5,391
10,296
31%
6%
15%
3,733
7,505
0%
0%
50%
3,419
16,273
0%
0%
21%
471
0%
0%
0%
1,045
0%
0%
0%
1,177
4,511
0%
26%
0%
144
888
0%
16%
0%
695
2,413
0%
29%
0%
4,855
7,697
31%
11%
21%
1,891
2,862
34%
2%
30%
1,368
1,817
74%
1%
1%
1,108
1,913
16%
42%
0%
1,368
1,743
0%
0%
78%
74
1,120
0%
6%
0%
1,382
12,427
1%
5%
6%
165
2,115
0%
0%
8%
9,591
36,376
5%
10%
11%
850
1,406
39%
7%
14%

69,715

235,397

6%

12%

12%

Percent Parcels with
Access to Any Transit
27%
12%
29%
30%
32%
14%
23%
39%
0%
17%
11%
48%
97%
53%
43%
52%
50%
21%
0%
0%
26%
16%
29%
63%
66%
75%
58%
78%
7%
11%
8%
26%
60%
30%
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Total Number of Residential of Apartment Parcels Eligible for Access Link
Township
Barnegat Light Boro
Barnegat Twp
Bay Head Boro
Beach Haven Boro
Beachwood Boro
Berkeley Twp
Brick Twp
Eagleswood Twp
Harvey Cedars Boro
Island Heights Boro
Jackson Twp
Lacey Twp
Lakehurst Boro
Lakewood Twp
Lavallette Boro
Little Egg Harbor Twp
Long Beach Twp
Manchester Twp
Mantoloking Boro
Ocean Gate Boro
Ocean Twp
Pine Beach Boro
Plumsted Twp
Point Pleasant Boro
Pt Pleasant Beach Boro
Seaside Heights Boro
Seaside Park Boro
Ship Bottom Boro
South Toms River Boro
Stafford Twp
Surf City Boro
Toms River Twp
Tuckerton Boro

Total Eligble Parcels
2,637
48
1,954
5,503
12,425
526
760
2,494
4,697
11,095
6,292
43
2,685
681
1,403
5,449
2,391
1,817
1,913
351
1,582
18,605
848

Ocean County

86,199

Total Residential or Apartment Parcels Percent Coverage
1,134
0%
8,751
30%
958
5%
2,259
0%
3,720
53%
22,896
24%
30,452
41%
709
74%
1,177
0%
793
96%
17,824
14%
11,728
40%
686
0%
16,973
65%
2,459
0%
10,296
61%
7,505
0%
16,273
0%
471
0%
1,045
4%
4,511
60%
888
77%
2,413
58%
7,697
71%
2,862
84%
1,817
100%
1,913
100%
1,743
0%
1,120
31%
12,427
13%
2,115
0%
36,376
51%
1,406
60%

235,397

37%

Source: GMTMA Analysis, NJOIT MOD-IV Parcel Data
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Appendix C (Source: Newton, MA)

NewMo Survey Results
March 2020
Key Findings
•

Overall satisfaction rating is 3.6 out of 5. This is reasonable, with room for improvement.
Two-thirds of people are somewhat /very satisfied; one quarter are somewhat/very dissatisfied.

•

Getting seniors to book by Smartphone will significantly increase satisfaction and is doable.
Two-thirds of respondents own a Smartphone but only one-fourth are booking by Smartphone.
Respondents booking with a Smartphone report higher satisfaction rates than those booking by phone.

•

Respondents overwhelmingly want to see expanded service hours, particularly on the weekends.

•

After service hours, respondents are least satisfied with the phone wait time and vehicle wait times.

•

Very few respondents (2.5%) , would have driven themselves instead of taking NewMo. 18% would not
have made the trip. 40% of trips would have otherwise been made by Taxi, UBER or Lyft.

•

One-third of users are new – i.e. did not take Veteran’s last year

Methodology
Paper surveys were placed in all vehicles and drivers instructed to invite seniors to take a survey. Via also emailed a survey invitation and link all
seniors with valid email addresses. Response rate was 18% (83 total responses/461 unique riders). 42 responses were received via online survey.
41 surveys were received from in-car paper surveys. The sample seems representative of overall ridership. Survey phone reservation rate is
consistent with Via’s rate of phone reservations. Average age, smartphone ownership and overall satisfaction rate was similar for paper surveys
and online surveys. Paper survey respondents seemed to have slightly stronger opinions on specific satisfaction rates, were more likely to be
C-1
“veteran’s” and more likely to call into the service.

Appendix C (Source: Newton, MA)

Overall Rating
(out of 5)

3.6
Slightly higher satisfaction for people that did not take Veteran’s last
year, but not enough respondents to be reliable

Element

Weighted Avg

Cost

4.4

Vehicles

4.3

Drive Times

4.1

Drivers

4.1

Reliability

3.8

Smartphone App

3.7

Real-time bookings

3.7

Phone Service

3.5

Shared Trips

3.5

Wait times

3.5

Service Hours

3.0
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Appendix C (Source: Newton, MA)

Q9. What do you like most about NewMo?
15

16
14

11

12

9

10

7

8

6

6

6

6

5

6

4

4

3

2
0

Q10. What would you most like to see improved about NewMo?
25
20
20
15
11

11

10

10
5
5

4

4

4

4
2

2

0
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Appendix C (Source: Newton, MA)

Average Age 77

People that are new to the
system are more satisfied,
less critical and have less
strong opinions about the
service than “veteran’s”
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