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Appendix A: Public Engagement
This Regional Bikeways Plan was guided by public 
engagement throughout the process, including four 
steering committee meetings, ten focus group meetings, a 
public survey, several update presentations to the IMPO’s 
Transportation Policy Committee, draft plan public reviews, 
and a final public hearing. 

Steering Committee
The Regional Bikeways Plan’s steering committee was 
comprised of a people representing state, county, and 
local government agencies, transit operators, and bike 
infrastructure advocates. Steering Committee meetings 
were held in March, June, and November 2019, and in 
October 2020. The steering committee provided feedback on 
key components of the plan including goals and objectives, 
survey content, public input strategy, prioritization maps 
and criteria, and the draft final plan. 

The IMPO would like to thank the following individuals  for 
serving on the Regional Bikeways Plan steering committee:

• Hilary Anderson, Resident

• Bob Bronson, Indiana Dept. of Natural Resources

• Brandon Burgoa, Indiana Dept. of Transportation

• Ryan Crum, Town of McCordsville

• Andre Denman, City of Indianapolis

• Pete Fritz, Indiana Dept. of Health

• Austin Gibble, IndyGo

• Jeff Hill, City of Fishers

• Tami Houston, City of Fishers

• Lance Lantz, Town of Zionsville

• David Littlejohn, City of Carmel

• Steve Maple, Town of Pittsboro

• John Marron, IndyGo

• Jamey McPherson, Freewheelin’ Bikes

• Joe Murphy, City of Lawrence

• Carmen Parker, Johnson County Trails

• Alison Redenz, Marion County Public Health

• Damon Richards, Bike Indianapolis

• Connie Szabo Schmucker, Bike Garage Indy

• Scott Singleton, Town of Plainfield

• Savannah Solgere, Town of whitestown

• Health By Design Staff

• Brooke Thomas, IndyGo

Focus Groups
Focus group meetings were held around the region in June 
2019 and in October 2020. Four meetings were held during 
each round, each meeting in a separate county within the 
region (Hamilton, Hancock, Marion, and Johnson counties). 
Community representatives were invited to these meetings 
from fields ranging from local government to community 
nonprofits to health and education entities. An additional 
focus group in each round was the Indianapolis Mayor’s 
Bicycle Advisory Committee (IMBAC), which includes several 
regional bicycle advocacy businesses and organizations. 
Over the course of the plan, the groups were asked for their 
feedback on the draft vision and goals for the plan, their 
concerns or ideas regarding the bicycle facility types that 
the plan focuses on, the draft prioritization criteria, the 
preliminary public survey results, and the draft plan itself.

The IMPO would like to thank the individuals that served on 
the focus group meetings and provided important feedback 
needed to complete the plan.

May 2019 Public Engagement
The Indianapolis MPO conducted a MetroQuest survey for 
the Regional Bikeways Plan from May 1 – June 21, 2019. 
A Spanish version of the survey was open from May 31-
June 21. Just under 1,500 people responded. (This survey 
ran concurrently with the MPO’s Regional Pedestrian Plan 
survey.)

The survey was advertised via:

• teMPO weekly e-newsletter (five times)

• Facebook  (~9k reach, 11 posts total)

• Boosted a post regionally in mid-May

• Boosted a post to underrepresented populations 
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(people with multi-cultural interests and at or less 
than high school graduate) in early June

• Added a post written in Spanish in early June

• Twitter (~6k reach, 3 posts total) 

• Information shared with local news media 

• Information shared with partner organizations, 
municipalities, and counties

• A video created by IMPO staff, describing the plan and 
encouraging people to take the survey

While the survey was open, MPO staff visited approximately 
nine sites during daytime hours (including government 
facilities, libraries, public events) with tablets to allow 
people to take the survey in real-time.

Approximately three weeks after the survey opened, MPO 
staff reviewed the demographic results. When compared 
to the actual demographic proportion of racial/ethnic and 
income groups within the Metropolitan Planning Area, the 
survey was skewing toward white, middle/high income 
people. To attempt to correct this, the survey was extended, 
translated into Spanish, and Engaging Solutions was tasked 
with sharing the survey with Black/African American 
and Latinx people, and to organizations representing the 
interests of Black/African American, Latinx, and low income 
populations. 

Unfortunately, this additional survey promotion, including 
additional paid Facebook promotions focused on the 
underrepresented groups, did not result in a significant 
change in the demographic proportions of those taking 
the survey. The final survey is therefore somewhat biased 
toward the responses of a higher-income, white population. 
The survey is also somewhat biased toward survey takers 
who live in Marion County. These limitations were shared 
when discussing the survey results with the steering 
committee, focus groups, and IMPO Transportation Policy 
Committee, and taken into consideration when adjustments 
were made to the final scoring used to prioritize projects 
within this plan.

Survey Results
Below is a ranking of Categories that respondents said were 
the most important to them. Within those Categories are 
Subcategories that were also ranked in importance:

1. Connectivity
• New Connections
• Extensions
• Reduce Barriers
• Connect to Transit

2. Health
• Exercise
• Healthcare
• Grocery Stores

3. Economic Development
• People and Jobs
• Schools
• Arts, Parks, and Recreation
• Shopping Centers
• Libraries

4. Regionalism
• Multijurisdictional
• Purpose

5. Equity
• Younger People
• Zero Car Households
• Low Income
• People of Color
• Older People

Survey respondents were also asked to complete a 
budgeting exercise where they distribute a total of 20 stars 
across eight different destination types. Here is how those 
destinations ranked, based on the total stars they received 
from all respondents:

1. Recreation and Community Centers (18.3% of stars)
2. Jobs (17.4%)
3. Schools (14.5%)
4. Grocery Stores (13.4%)
5. Transit Stops / Stations (11.8%)
6. Retail Shopping (9.6%)
7. Healthcare (7.5%)
8. Social and Government Services (7.4%)
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November 2020 Public Engagement
A complete draft of the plan was available for public 
comment from November 2nd to November 15th, 2020. The 
draft was advertised via:

• teMPO weekly e-newsletter (published October 
30th, November 6th, and November 13th, 2020)

• Facebook  (~6.3k reach, 8 posts total)

• Twitter (~3k reach, 9 posts total)

• Information was shared with local media

• Information was shared with partner organizations, 
municipalities, and counties

• A video created by IMPO staff, about the draft plan

• A Live Q&A with staff about the plan 

Some of the comments received focused on the 
prioritization map, how IMPO funding for bikeways works, 
and suggestions for bikeways in particular neighborhoods 
or communities. These suggestions were forwarded to the 
appropriate local planning agency. The changes made  to 
the document include typo and terminology corrections. 

Public Hearing
On December 2, 2020, the Regional Bikeways Plan was 
presented to the IMPO’s Transportation Policy Committee 
for their review and approval. During this meeting, a public 
hearing was held to invite the public to speak on the plan. 
Comments included: 

• (Name): (Comment)
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Appendix B: Prioritization Tool 
Documentation
The Indianapolis MPO Prioritization Tool is an ArcMap 
toolbox which allows for easy scoring of bike projects 
based on the methodology described in the 2015 Regional 
Bikeways Plan.

There are four categories for scoring:

• Connectivity

• Economic Opportunity

• Equity

• Regionalism

Each category has its own toolbox with tools corresponding 
to the various measures each category is composed of. In 
addition, each category has a tool for creating the output 
layer for that category, and a tool for scoring the measures.

 

Prioritization scores are produced by running through each 
category in succession, generating the values and scores 
for each topic, and then combining all categories together 
with the Final Scores tool.

There is also a data directory, which is intended to hold 
input and output datasets used in the tool.

Data Directory
Input datasets are based on the datasets used in the 2015 
plan and in some cases may be the exact same dataset. It 
is recommended that a user verify the input data to be sure 
the correct and most up-to-date data are being used in 
the analysis. Should newer data become available, a user 
can use it in the tool by simply pointing to the appropriate 
data on their computer or, if the user desires to update the 
default data used in the tool, they could simply delete the 
old data in the input.gdb and save the new data in input.gdb 
under the same name as the old data.

By default the outputs from the tools are saved in the 
output.gdb. A user is free to select an alternative location 
to save outputs, but the tools are designed to look in output.
gdb to find output layers. If an alternative location is used 
for saving results a user will have to manually point to the 
output data for each tool, which may be a cumbersome 
process. If an alternative location for storing results is 
desired, it is recommended to complete the analysis using 
output.gdb and then copy results to the preferred location.

Categories
Creating a Results Layer
Each of the four categories has its own toolbox. The tools 
in each toolbox are numbered to indicate the appropriate 
order in which to run tools. The first tool in each toolbox, 
01 - Make Results Layer, creates a layer in output.gdb for 
storing results.
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This tool asks for an input layer representing the projects 
to be scored. A user may either select the layer from the 
layer catalog, or the layer can be selected from the current 
map’s Table of Contents. Note that if a subset of projects are 
selected in the map document, only the selected projects 
will be copied into the results layer. This can be useful for 
running prioritization on a subset of all projects.

There is a layer in input.gdb named Proposed_Projects 
which is a current list of proposed projects. As with other 
inputs, this can be replaced with a more accurate layer at 
any time.

The tool pre-populates most of the parameters in each tool 
based on default datasets in input.gdb and standardized 
output layers in output.gdb.

The layer that is created by the 01 - Make Results Layer 
tool is a copy of the projects being scored. The project_uid 
attribute corresponds to the project’s OID stored in the 
original project layer and can be used for joining results 
back to the original layer if desired.

Scoring Each Measure
The tools for each measure do not calculate a score for that 
measure. They simply perform the measurement needed to 
calculate a score. For example, the Population tool does not 
assign scores for the population within 1 mile of a bikeway. 
It merely records the value of total population within 1 mile 
of each bikeway.

The scoring of each measure happens in the last tool 
of each toolbox, which is named Calculate Scores (see 
opposite page, top graphic).

This tool takes as an input the results layer created by the 
first tool in the toolbox. It also takes as input the scoring 
thresholds that determine how points are awarded. These 
thresholds have been pre-populated based on the 2015 

plan, but the thresholds can be modified by deleting existing 
thresholds and typing new ones into the dropdown above 
each table.

If a permanent change to thresholds is desired, these 
can be found within the code for each Calculate Scores 
toolbox near the top of the code (See opposite page, bottom 
graphic).

If a code change is made, it is recommended that a backup 
be kept in case the code change causes a breakage in the 
tool.

Final Scores
If a code change is made, it is recommended that a backup 
be kept in case the code change causes a breakage in the 
tool.

The Final Scores tool compiles an aggregate score for all 
categories in the prioritization methodology.

This tool takes many inputs. There is a parameter for each 
of the Results layers created by the toolboxes for each 
category. There are also parameters corresponding to each 
value and score combination for each category.

The tool aggregates the scores from each category and 
saves the results into a new output in the output.gdb. The 
output contains all the values and scores for each measure, 
as well as the aggregate prioritization score.
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Bike Plan Scoring Criteria 
Methodology
In general, thresholds were assessed using quantile breaks 
in GIS, meaning each threshold has roughly the same 
number of values. This does not apply to the Regionalism 
criteria. 

Regionalism (45 Points Max)

Arterial Bikeway System 
Based on a hierarchy of the Arterial Bikeway System. 
Facilities and routes were designated by MPO staff 
assessing population and economic activity along both 
existing and proposed facilities, the length of the facility, 
and how it connects to other higher-level facilities. These 
routes only include existing routes and those proposed in 
community plans or the 2015 Regional Bikeways Plan. The 
source of this data is a custom shapefile created by MPO 
staff.

Level 1: 30 points

Example: Monon, Pennsy, Ronald Eagan Parkway, and US-
31 facilities

Level 2: 20 points

Example: White Lick Creek, 146th Street, SR-135, and 
Pleasant Run facilities

Level 3: 10 points

Example: Gray Road Side Path, N CR 100E (Hendricks 
County), and Buck Creek facilities

Level 0: 0 Points 

Other routes with insufficient length, activity, or 
connectivity

Multijurisdictional
Facility connects two or more municipal jurisdictions. The 
source of this data is the 2010 Census Places shapefile.

2+ Jurisdictions Connected: 15 points

Economic Opportunity (30 Points Max)

Population
Number of people within one mile of a facility, divided by 
project length. Based on 2016 American Community Survey 
Block Group data.

Values Score

1 to 1401 1

1402 to 3221 2

3222 to 5620 3

5621 to 8663 4

8664 to 13199 5

13200 to 23677 6

23678+ 7

Employment
Number of jobs within one mile of a facility, divided by 
project length. Based on 2018 InfoUSA Employment point 
data.

Values Score

1 to 211 1

212 to 1041 2

1042 to 3362 3

3363 to 8232 4

8233+ 5

Education 
Number of primary through post-secondary schools, 
including trade schools, within one mile of a facility, divided 
by project length. The source of this data is based on 2018 
InfoUSA point data.

Values Score

0 0

1 to 3 1

4 to 7 2

8 to 17 3

18+ 4
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Arts, Culture, and Recreation
Number of parks, museums, and other recreational 
opportunities within one mile of a facility, divided by project 
length. The source of this data is based on 2018 InfoUSA 
point data.

Values Score

0 0

1 to 4 1

5 to 8 2

9 to 13 3

14 to 27 4

28 to 52 5

53+ 6

Restaurants and Shopping
Restaurants and Shopping: Number of restaurants and 
stores within one mile of a facility, divided by project length. 
The source of this data is based on 2018 InfoUSA point data.

Values Score

0 0

1 to 5 1

6 to 17 2

18 to 43 3

44+ 4

Libraries
Number of libraries within one mile of a facility, divided 
by project length. The source of this data is based on 2018 
InfoUSA point data.

Values Score

0 0

1 1

2 2

3 to 4 3

5+ 4

 

Connectivity (48 Points Max)

Bikeway Network Extension
New length of connected network and number of new 
connections to existing bikeways. Based on the existing and 
proposed bike facility shapefiles.

Length of Connection (ft)

Values Score

0 to 527 0 0

528 to 2640 1

2641 to 5808 2

95809 to 8659 3

8660 to 13200 4

13201 to 26083 5

26084 to 56918 6

56919+ 7

Gaps Addressed

Values Score

0 0

1 2

2 4

3 6

4+ 8
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New Coverage
New access to population that is not already served by 
existing bikeway infrastructure within one mile of the 
proposed facility, normalized by project length. This data 
is based on proposed and existing facilities and population 
from 2016 American Community Survey Block Group data.

Values Score

0 0

1 to 11 1

12 to 32 2

33 to 52 3

53 to 72 4

73 to 93 5

94 to 113 6

114 to 144 7

145 to 210 8

211 to 321 9

322 to 565 10

566+ 11

Transit Connections
Number of connections to existing and proposed fixed-
route transit stops within one mile of the proposed facility, 
normalized by project length. This data is based on existing 
and proposed transit stops from the region’s transit 
providers and does not include on-demand or paratransit.

Existing Transit Connections (existing stops)

Values Score

0 0

1 to 3 2

4 to 8 3

9 to 14 4

15 to 26 5

27+ 6

Proposed Transit Connections (proposed stops)

Values Score

0 to 1 0

2 1

3 2

4 3

5+ 4

Barriers
Number of hard barriers (rivers and interstates) and soft 
barriers (major arterials or collectors) crossed within one 
mile of the proposed facility, normalized by project length. 
This data is sourced from rivers, interstates, and INDOT 
functional class shapefiles.

Soft Barriers

Values Score

0 0

1 1

2 2

3 3

4 4

5 5

6+ 6

Hard Barriers

Values Score

0 0

1 2

2 4

3 5

4+ 6+

Equiy (27 Points Max)

Zero Car Households
Percentage of households without a car within one mile 
of proposed facility. This data is based on 2016 American 
Community Survey Block Group data.
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Values Score

0% to 0.01% 0

0.02% to 0.26% 1

0.27% to 0.68% 2

0.69% to 1% 3

1.01% to 1.6% 4

1.61%+ 5

Households in Poverty

Percentage of households living in poverty within one mile 
of proposed facility. This data is based on 2016 American 
Community Survey Block Group data.

Values Score

0% to 0.9% 0

1% to 3% 1

3.1% to 5.4% 2

5.5% to 8.6% 3

8.7% to 14.3% 4

14.4%+ 5

Population Age 65 and Over

Population Age 65 and Over: Percentage of population age 
65 and over within one mile of proposed facility. This data 
is based on 2016 American Community Survey Block Group 
data.

Values Score

0% to 0.9% 0

1% to 11% 1

11.1%+ 2

Population Age 18 and Under

Percentage of population age 18 and under within one mile 
of proposed facility. This data is based on 2016 American 
Community Survey Block Group data.

Values Score

0% to 0.9% 0

1% to 26% 1

26.1%+ 2

Minority Population

Percentage of non-white population within one mile of 
proposed facility. This data is based on 2016 American 
Community Survey Block Group data.

Values Score

0% to 0.9% 0

1% to 5.6% 1

5.7% to 10.9% 2

11% to 18% 3

18.1%+ 4

Access to Healthcare

Number of clinics, dentists, hospitals, etc. within one mile of 
proposed facility, normalized by project length. This data is 
based on 2018 InfoUSA point data.

Values Score

0 0

1 to 8 1

9 to 29 2

30+ 3

Food Access

Number of grocery and convenience stores within one mile 
of proposed facility, normalized by project length. This data 
is based on 2018 InfoUSA point data.

Values Score

0 0

1 1

2 2

3 to 4 3

5 to 7 4

8 to 13 5

14+ to 6 6



76

  | APPENDICES

Appendix C: Amendment Process
Upon adoption of the Prioritization Funding process by the 
Indianapolis Regional Transportation Council, there will 
be an amendment process every two years and regional 
bikeways plan update approximately every four years. 

Two-Year Amendment

LPAs will be asked to provide updated information on 
previously proposed projects they have completed since the 
last regional bikeways plan and any new projects they want 
to complete in the future. 

Regional Bikeways Plan Update

Will have the same provisions of the Two-Year Amendment 
in addition to a public input process to confirm or update the 
prioritization scoring criteria.
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Appendix D: Future Count Program 
Memo / Documentation




