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Section 1: Introduction 

What are Regional Activity Centers?  
Regional Activity Centers are major destinations where clusters of employment, residents, and/or 
visitors are located. Identifying these Activity Centers can help cities, counties and the region focus 
limited transportation resources and funds towards areas of high activity and most trips generated. 
Other benefits of Activity Centers are:  

• Ensuring efficient use of infrastructure and public investments. 

• Identifying an economic center for communities and neighborhoods without one. 

• Supporting appropriate transportation infrastructure for each center type, including 

distribution/logistics activities. 

• Enabling residents to work closer to their homes. 

• Encouraging people to use active modes of transportation by reinforcing and developing 

walkable, mixed-use centers. 

• Providing opportunity for unique, memorable, active places where people can live, work and 

play. 

• Providing more destinations within the region for visitors and locals alike. 

How are Regional Activity Centers Used? 
Activity Centers can be used as a system by which funds are allocated to local governments for 

implementation of centers, planning work, or transportation investments. Thus, Activity Centers are a 

way of planning and guiding growth across the region in an efficient and predictable manner, as well as 

a tool for differentiating these unique places from the rest of the region and setting expectations for 

how they look, feel and operate. They often provide target activity, performance, development or 

transportation standards for an area. Activity Centers help to reduce vehicle miles traveled, support 

placemaking and community identity, and encourage stronger transportation-land use connections. 

Maturity Levels  
While some areas may be considered an Existing Activity Center based on a combination of metrics and 

indicators, there are also areas that show signs of becoming as an Activity Center. In order to be an 

Emerging Activity Center for this analysis, an area must be close to meeting targets for an Existing 

Activity Center, have a minimum amount of vacant land available, and have shown a trend of growth in 

population and/or employment in recent years. More information about the specific methodology used 

to analyze and select Emerging Activity Centers can be found in Section 3 of this report titled “Emerging 

Activity Centers”.  

It’s important to acknowledge Activity Centers of varying levels of maturity when allocating and 

prioritizing transportation dollars in the LRTP. Specific investments and priority may vary between a 

Center that currently exists and one that is emerging. Existing Activity Centers can tell planners, 

engineers and decision makers where activity is currently clustered and prioritize existing transportation 

investment need. By considering Emerging Activity Centers in the LRTP, the MPO can anticipate change 

and need, and use transportation funding 1) as an incentive for densifying areas of various activity types 

into a sustainable development pattern and 2) for anticipating where future needs will be and 

proactively planning for multi-modal transportation improvements.  
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Section 2: Activity Center Typology  
A typology of Activity Centers was determined for the Indianapolis MPA based on staff knowledge of the 
region, Land Use Advisory Panel (LUAP) input, and consultant team expertise based on regional and 
nationwide experience. Creating this typology was the first step in the process. Activity Centers come in 
many different flavors, and these different Activity Center Types often require different forms of 
transportation investment. In order to systematically identify Activity Centers across the MPA, it was 
necessary to decide what to look for and what defined each Activity Center Type. This section provides a 
description of each Activity Center Type, an overview of indicators used to determine each type of 
Existing and Emerging Activity Center, and indicator scoring information. Indicators are outlined in more 
detail in Section 3: Technical Methodology.  
   

Hierarchy  
Some areas in the MPA fit the description of multiple Activity Center Types. For this reason, a hierarchy 
was determined to establish the order in which the Activity Center Types should be viewed and 
considered. The intent behind allowing an area to be classified as multiple Activity Center Types is to 
provide the maximum amount of information. This is regarding both Emerging and Existing Activity 
Centers. For example, an area may be an Existing Employment Center, but also meet the characteristics 
of an Existing Lifestyle Center. The more mixed-use an Activity Center Type is, the higher it resides in the 
hierarchy in order to capture the nuance of each area. Another example is an area that fits the criteria of 
an Existing Main Street Activity Center but falls within a larger Regional Mixed-Use Center. In that 
example, the area is assigned the Regional Mixed-Use Center Activity Center Type and the information 
regarding the underlying types is retained for future reference. Lastly, valuable information can be 
gained by looking at what type of Center an area is currently designated versus what it is emerging as. 
This can indicate a change in use, character, form, and density.  
 
The hierarchy of Activity Center Types, from top to bottom, is below:  

a) Downtown Indianapolis 
b) Regional Mixed-Use Center 
c) Main Street Center 
d) Lifestyle Center 
e) Shopping Center 
f) Special Use Center 
g) Manufacturing/Distribution/Logistics Center 
h) Employment Center  
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Center Types  
Downtown Indianapolis 
Downtown Indianapolis is a unique place in the region with by far the most density and regional draw. It 

is unique in its transportation system with a more significant use of transit, walking and biking. While 

many people may drive to get Downtown, parking is often less convenient and may be paid, unlike other 

Centers in the region. For this reason, many people may choose to drive here, park once, and then walk 

or use transit to get around.  

This Activity Center also has significantly more vertical mixed-use than other areas in the region. Data 

limitations prevent a full assessment of how evenly the vertical mix is distributed between 

commercial/retail, office, and residential uses.  

There are no Emerging Activity Centers for Downtown Indianapolis currently identified.  
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Regional Mixed-Use Centers  

Regional Mixed-Use Centers are the highest intensity Activity Center Type (besides Downtown 

Indianapolis). They are characterized by some existing mix of uses, tending towards shops, restaurants, 

employment and/or housing.  

This Center Type has a regional draw and should be accessible via transit and driving. Once within the 

Center, the primary mode of transportation is ideally walking and potentially other micromobility 

options.  

Existing Indicators:  

• Total Activity Units  

• Highway Interchange Traffic Counts 

• Non-Highway Traffic Counts 

• Existing BRT Station 

• Mix of Land Uses 

• Total Assessed Value 

Each indicator above was ranked on a 0 to 5 scale for each grid cell. The highest possible total score for 

this Center Type is 30 points.1 Grid cells with a total score of 18 points or higher from the indicators 

listed above were classified as Existing Regional Mixed-Use Centers.  

The only manual change to the Existing Regional Mixed-Use Centers data was the removal of the 

University of Indianapolis. It qualifies as an Existing Regional Mixed-Use Center based on the indicators, 

but the preferred Center Type was Special Use Center, which is lower in the hierarchy, requiring a 

manual removal for this Center Type. 

Emerging Indicators:  

• Total Score from Existing Indicators 

• Vacant Land 

• Population Growth  

• Employment Growth  

Emerging Regional Mixed-Use Centers must have a total score of at least 16 from the above-mentioned 

existing indicators. They also must have at least an indicator score of 1 for Vacant Land and show both 

significant Population and Employment Growth.1

 

  

                                                            
1 See Section 3: Technical Methodology for more detail. 
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Main Street Centers 
Main Street Centers are the lowest intensity activity centers with primarily shops and restaurants with 

very small degree of employment and/or housing. They often have a linear orientation and a historic 

origin. They tend to include small walkable blocks, storefronts with limited or no building setbacks, and 

dense but small buildings. They tend to be surrounded by low to medium intensity housing. Main Street 

Centers have a small footprint and a local draw, primarily being accessed by walking and biking.  

Main Street Centers are unique within the typology in that they are often not characterized by the most 

dense or highest amount of the other common indicators. Rather, they are dictated more by presence of 

commercial uses in an urban form that includes high lot coverage, small lots, and walkability.  

Existing Indicators: 

• Commercial Land Use (3-point scale) 

• Differential of Total Assessed Value (4-point scale, indicator score of at least 2 to qualify) 

• Intersection Density (5-point scale, indicator score of at least 4 to qualify) 

• Lot Coverage (5-point scale, indicator score of at least 4 to qualify)  

• Average Commercial Lot Size (5-point scale, indicator score of at least 5 to qualify)  

Due to the unique nature of this Center Type, some indicators above were weighted by using 3- and 4-

point scales, rather than the typical 5-point scales used in this process. Commercial Land Use was 

reduced to a 3-point scale, lessening its overall impact on the total score. This was because Main Street 

Centers often don’t have the most acreage of commercial land regionally. Differential of Assessed Value 

was reduced to a 4-point scale, lessening its overall impact on the total score. While typically a Main 

Street Center is presumed to have a higher Total Assessed Value than its surroundings, this is not always 

the case. This could be due to several factors, but the proximity of high-value single-family residential 

nearby is one common reason.  

There were also certain thresholds for each indicator that were required for classification as an Existing 

Main Street Center. These helped to fine tune the results from this selection process and are identified 

in italic text next to the Existing Indicators for this Center Type. The highest possible total score for this 

Center Type is 22 points.1 Grid cells with a total score of 15 points or higher from the listed indicators 

that met all listed thresholds were classified as Existing Main Street Centers.  

Manual changes to the Existing Main Street Centers included adding Bargersville and removing a grid 

cell near Binford Boulevard and Keystone Avenue. These were determined based local knowledge from 

MPO staff and LUAP members. 

Emerging Indicators:  

• None 

Again, due to the unique nature of this Center Type, Emerging Main Street Centers were determined 

manually based on local knowledge from MPO staff and LUAP members. The two Emerging Main Street 

Centers currently identified are Brownsburg and the Fishers Nickel Plate District. 

 

                                                            
1 See Section 3: Technical Methodology for more detail. 
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Lifestyle Centers  
Lifestyle Centers have a medium average intensity of activity relative to the other Center Types. This 

tends to increase on evenings and weekends. Land uses within Lifestyle Centers are primarily shops and 

restaurants, but usually with some supporting employment and/or housing. The urban form of a 

Lifestyle Center is typically more walkable and pedestrian-oriented than a Shopping Center. They have a 

sub-regional draw. Many people drive to a Lifestyle Center, park their car, then walk around.  

Existing Indicators:  

• Employee Density 

• Non-Highway Traffic Counts 

• Existing BRT Station 

• Anchor Institutions 

• Mix of Uses 

• Total Assessed Value  

Each indicator above was ranked on a 0 to 5 scale for each grid cell. The highest possible total score for 

this Center Type is 30 points.2Error! Bookmark not defined. Grid cells with a total score of 14 points or 

higher from the indicators listed above were classified as Existing Lifestyle Centers.  

Three manual changes were made to the Existing Lifestyle Center results. Two of these were single grid 

cells near the Indianapolis International Airport, identified as anomalies. The third change was at the 

University of Indianapolis, which was qualifying as a Lifestyle Center based on the indicators but the 

preferred Center Type was Special Use Center which is lower in the hierarchy, requiring a manual 

removal for this area as a Lifestyle Center.  

Emerging Indicators:  

• Total Score from Existing Indicators 

• Vacant Land Score 

• Employment Growth  

Emerging Lifestyle Centers must have a total score of at least 12 from the above-mentioned existing 

indicators. They also must have at least an indicator score of 2 for Vacant Land and show significant 

Employment Growth.1

  

                                                            
1 See Section 3: Technical Methodology for more detail. 
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Shopping Centers  
Shopping Centers have a low to medium intensity concentration of retail and service shops with some 

supporting restaurants. These can vary in scale and can have regional, sub-regional or local draw. 

Although Shopping Centers can host a lot of activity, they’re often auto-oriented with ample surface 

parking.  

Existing Indicators:  

• Highway Interchange Traffic Counts 

• Non-Highway Traffic Counts 

• Existing BRT Station 

• Specific Land Uses - Commercial 

• Retail Sales 

Each indicator above was ranked on a 0 to 5 scale for each grid cell. The highest possible total score for 

this Center Type is 25 points.2Error! Bookmark not defined. Grid cells with a total score of 14 points or 

higher from the indicators listed above were classified as Existing Shopping Centers.  

Two areas were manually added to classify as Existing Shopping Centers based on guidance from MPO 

staff and LUAP members. One was to add the retail area at Clay Terrace. This area had a high total score 

of 12 but the lay of the grid happened to split it into multiple cells, thus not capturing it as an Existing 

Shopping Center. The second manual addition was Heartland Crossing, which was split in a similar way 

between grid cells. The only manual removal from the Existing Shopping Centers data was the removal 

of the University of Indianapolis. It qualifies as an Existing Shopping Center based on the indicators, but 

the preferred Center Type was Special Use Center, which is lower in the hierarchy, requiring a manual 

removal for this Center Type. 

Emerging Indicators:  

• Total Score from Existing Indicators 

• Vacant Land 

Emerging Shopping Centers must have a total score of at least 12 from the above-mentioned existing 

indicators. They also must have at least an indicator score of 2 for Vacant Land.3
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Special Use Centers  
Special Use Centers are often unique from each other and can include educational and medical 

campuses that are not part of another activity center and meet a certain threshold for size and level of 

activity, as well as large event grounds, entertainment districts, and the Indianapolis International 

Airport, and more. 

Existing Indicators: 

• Population Density 

• Employee Density 

• Anchor Institutions 

• Specific Land Uses – Civic/Community/Educational   

Each indicator above was ranked on a 0 to 5 scale for each grid cell. The highest possible total score for 

this Center Type is 20 points.1Error! Bookmark not defined. Grid cells with a total score of 10 points or 

higher from the indicators listed above were classified as Existing Special Use Centers.  

Two different areas were manually added to classify as Existing Special Use Centers based on guidance 

from MPO staff and LUAP members. The first is the Franklin College and adjacent Indiana Masonic 

Home. Both these places were not considered Anchor Institutions in the original dataset provided by the 

MPO, and therefore these areas had to be manually added as Special Use Centers. The second area 

added as a Special Use Center was the racetrack itself at Indianapolis Motor Speedway and the unique 

racing-related research and development area to the south.   

Emerging Indicators:  

• Total Score from Existing Indicators 

• Vacant Land 

• Population Growth  

• Employment Growth  

Emerging Special Use Centers must have a total score of at least 9 from the above-mentioned existing 

indicators. They also must have at least an indicator score of 2 for Vacant Land and show both significant 

Population and Employment Growth.3

  

                                                            
1 See Section 3: Technical Methodology for more detail. 
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Manufacturing/Distribution/Logistics Centers  
Manufacturing/Distribution/Logistics (MDL) Centers are low to medium intensity concentrations of light 

to heavy industrial uses, warehousing and distribution centers. They typically have a lower employment 

density and focus on moving freight.  

Existing Indicators: 

• Employee Density 

• Highway Interchange Traffic Counts 

• Rail Lines ¼ Mile Buffer 

• Specific Land Uses – Industrial  

• Truck Counts 

Each indicator above was ranked on a 0 to 5 scale for each grid cell. The highest possible total score for 

this Center Type is 25 points.1Error! Bookmark not defined. Grid cells with a total score of 13 points or 

higher from the indicators listed above were classified as Existing MDL Centers.  

Two areas were manually added as Existing MDL Centers based on based on guidance from MPO staff 

and LUAP members. The first was the Anson PUD/Whitestown Development. The reason this area did 

not score highly enough is likely due to data lag. The second area manually added as an Existing MDL 

Center was the Plainfield Industrial area. This area likely did not score highly enough due to a lack of 

data for small delivery vehicles such as Mercedes Sprinter vans that Amazon has started using for 

deliveries. Typically, these are counted as Class 2 Passenger Vehicles and therefore are not included in 

the Truck Counts indicator score.  

Emerging Indicators:  

• Total Score from Existing Indicators 

• Vacant Land 

• Employment Growth  

Emerging MDL Centers must have a total score of at least 11 from the above-mentioned existing 

indicators. They also must have at least an indicator score of 2 for Vacant Land and show significant 

Employment Growth.3

  

                                                            
1 See Section 3: Technical Methodology for more detail. 
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Employment Centers  
Employment Centers can vary from low to high intensity concentrations of employment, sometimes 

with supporting service shops and/or restaurants. They vary in scale depending on their context and can 

come in the form of high-density clustered buildings in an urban setting or a more suburban-style office 

park. They can have a regional, sub-regional or local draw. 

Existing Indicators: 

• Employee Density 

• Highway Interchange Traffic Counts 

• Non-Highway Traffic Counts 

• Existing BRT Station 

• Specific Land Uses – Office 

Each indicator above was ranked on a 0 to 5 scale for each grid cell. The highest possible total score for 

this Center Type is 25 points.5 Error! Bookmark not defined. Grid cells with a total score of 10 points or 

higher from the indicators listed above were classified as Existing Employment Centers.  

Emerging Indicators:  

• Total Score from Existing Indicators 

• Vacant Land 

• Employment Growth  

Emerging Employment Centers must have a total score of at least 8 from the above-mentioned existing 

indicators. They also must have at least an indicator score of 1 for Vacant Land and show significant 

Employment Growth.1 

  

                                                            
1 See Section 3: Technical Methodology for more detail. 
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Section 3: Technical Methodology  

Why the Grid  
A grid was used as the base geometry for this analysis for multiple reasons. The indicator data pre-exists 

in a variety of geometries, including point, line and polygon data of various scales. While polygonal 

geometries such as TAZ and Census Blocks were available, these vary in size across the MPA. A grid 

provides a normalized base to analyze all the various indicators across the MPA and compare them to 

each other at equal cell sizes.  

Cells within the grid measure ½ mile by ½ mile. The area of each grid cell is .25 square miles or 160 

acres. This size was selected because it falls in the middle of typical TAZ sizes in the region and is a 

standard Quarter Section as used in land surveying. The grid was set up to cover the MPA and does not 

have a specific origin point the layout initiated from.  

Typical Projection Process 
The same process was used multiple times in order to join most of the different polygon-based indicator 

data to the grid. This process will be referred to as the “Typical Projection Process for Polygonal Source 

Data”. This process starts with intersecting source polygons with grid cells. The area of the new split 

polygons was calculated as a percentage of their original area. The indicator data was multiplied by the 

percentage of the original polygon in order to measure proportional data for each split polygon. Split 

polygons were spatially joined using the “contains” join method, summing proportional indicator data 

per grid cell in order to get total weighted indicator data per grid cell. 

  



Indianapolis MPO Regional Activity Centers  

Page 14 

 

Indicators of Existing Activity Centers  
A variety of data was used to indicate where Existing Activity Centers are located, with different factors 

being used for each Center Type. All indicators used in this analysis are detailed in this section including 

data source, methodology for projecting to the grid, and notes on indicator scoring used. Below is a 

matrix of what existing indicators were included for each Center Type.   

  Center Type 

  

D
o

w
n

to
w

n
 

In
d

y 

R
eg

io
n

al
 

M
ix

ed
-U

se
 

C
en

te
r 

M
ai

n
 S

tr
ee

t 

C
en

te
r 

Li
fe

st
yl

e 

C
en

te
r 

Sh
o

p
p

in
g 

C
en

te
r 

Sp
ec

ia
l U

se
 

C
en

te
r 

M
an

u
fa

ct
u

ri
n

g

/ 
D

is
tr

ib
u

ti
o

n
/ 

Lo
gi

st
ic

s 

C
en

te
r 

Em
p

lo
ym

en
t 

C
en

te
r 

Ex
is

ti
n

g 
A

ct
iv

it
y 

C
e

n
te

r 
In

d
ic

at
o

r 

Activity Units         

Population          

Employment         
Highway 
Interchange 
Traffic Counts 

        

Non-Highway 
Traffic Counts 

        

Rail Lines         

Existing BRT 
Stations 

        

Anchor 
Institutions  

        

Mix of Land 
Uses 

        

Specific Land 
Uses 

        

Total Assessed 
Value 

        

Differential of 
Total Assessed 
Value 

        

Retail Sales         

Intersection 
Density  

        

Lot Coverage         

Commercial Lot 
Size 

        

Truck Counts          

Manual 
Selection Only          

 



Indianapolis MPO Regional Activity Centers  

Page 15 

 

Activity Units 
Activity units are made from the combination of employees and residents. The source of this data is 

Census data (population) and Info USA data (employees), both provided by the MPO. The data was 

combined at the grid cell level. To represent current activity units, population from 2016 and jobs from 

2015 were combined, as a result of the available data. See the Population and Employment indicators 

for more information about the source of this data and how it was projected to the grid. Activity units 

were divided into five natural breaks and scored on a five-point scale. Grid cells with the most activity 

units received an indicator score of five.   

Population  
The source of the population data was the Census Transportation Planning Package (CTPP) for the years 

2006-2010 and 2012-2016. The CTPP is a special compilation of American Community Survey (ACS) 

survey data into specially developed Traffic Analysis Zones (CTPP TAZ) instead of Tracts and Block 

Groups. The Traffic Analysis Zones used in the MPO's travel demand model (TDM) next inside these 

zones. There are 5-year moving averages. MPO staff used 2010 and 2016 as the years for labeling the 

data columns, and 2016 was used as “current” population. Population counts were divided into five 

natural breaks and scored on a five-point scale. Grid cells with the highest population received an 

indicator score of five.   

In order to join this data to the grid, the Typical Projection Process for Polygonal Source Data was used.2 

Employment  
The source of the employment data is the 2010 and 2015 InfoUSA employment TAZ-based data sets 

distributed by InfoGroup. 2015 was used as “current” employment. InfoGroup updates about 30% of 

their records each year (MPO research), therefore the 2010 data set represents 2008, 2009 and 2010, 

while the 2015 data set represents records from 2013,2014, and 2015. Employment counts were divided 

into five natural breaks and scored on a five-point scale. Grid cells with the highest employment 

received an indicator score of five.   

In order to join this data to the grid, the Typical Projection Process for Polygonal Source Data was used.2 

Highway Interchange Traffic Counts 
Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) point-based data was provided by the MPO. Counts related to 

interstate/major highway interchanges were queried out separately and included in this indicator. A grid 

cell was given the average count from all counts taken within ½ mile of the cell’s border. 

Interstate/major highway interchange AADT counts were divided into five natural breaks and scored on 

a five-point scale. Grid cells with the highest traffic counts received an indicator score of five.   

Non-Highway Traffic Counts 
Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) point-based data was provided by the MPO. Counts not related to 

interstates, major highways or interchanges were queried out separately and included in this indicator. 

A grid cell was given the average count from all counts taken within ½ mile of the cell’s border. Non-

highway AADT counts were divided into five natural breaks and scored on a five-point scale. Grid cells 

with the highest traffic counts received an indicator score of five.   

                                                            
2 See Section 3 “Typical Projection Process” for more detail. 
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Rail Lines 
Rail line data was provided by the MPO. A ¼ mile buffer was created around all rail lines. ¼ mile was an 

estimate of how far a warehouse or distribution center is likely to be from a rail stop or spur if they 

utilize the rail for freight. This buffer layer was then intersected with the grid, and acreage for each piece 

of the buffer was calculated. Rail line buffer acreage per grid cell was divided into five natural breaks 

and scored on a five-point scale. Grid cells with the most acreage within a ¼ mile rail line buffer received 

an indicator score of five. See Data Needs for more information about this indicator.3  

Existing BRT Stations 
Existing BRT station point-based data was provided by the MPO. A ½ mile buffer was created around all 

existing BRT stations. ½ mile is considered an average 10-minute walk, and typically how far people are 

willing to walk to use transit. This buffer layer was then intersected with the grid, and acreage for each 

piece of the buffer was calculated. BRT station buffer acreage per grid cell was divided into five natural 

breaks and scored on a five-point scale. Grid cells with the most acreage within a ½ mile BRT station 

buffer received an indicator score of five.   

Anchor Institutions  
Anchor institution polygon-based data was provided by the MPO. In order to join this data to the grid, 

the Typical Projection Process for Polygonal Source Data was used.2  A need was identified to capture 

geographically small anchors while not giving too much prominence to geographically large anchors. For 

this reason, two indicator scoring methods were used, one for anchor institutions larger than a grid cell 

(160 acres), and one for anchor institutions smaller than a grid cell.  

For anchor institutions larger than 160 acres, anchor institution acreage per grid cell was divided into 

five natural breaks and scored on a five-point scale. Grid cells with the most acreage within an anchor 

institution received an indicator score of five.   

For anchor institutions smaller than 160 acres, anchor institution acreage per grid cell was calculated as 

a percent of the original anchor. These percentages were then divided into five natural breaks and 

scored on a five-point scale. Grid cells with the most acreage within an anchor institution received an 

indicator score of five.   

Mix of Land Uses 
Land use parcel-based data was provided by the MPO and then categorized into ten categories including 

Agriculture, Civic/Community, Commercial, High-Density Residential, Low-Density Residential, Industrial, 

Office, Park/Open Space, Vacant and No Data. In order to join this data to the grid, the Typical 

Projection Process for Polygonal Source Data2 was used, but before summing the split parcel acreages 

per grid cell, separate fields were created to host the acreage for each land use category. Each land use 

category than had aggregated acreage per grid cell.  

For the Mix of Land Uses indicator, only Commercial, Civic/Community, High-Density Residential, and 

Office land use categories were considered relevant based on the activity and vibrancy they contribute 

to an Activity Center. It was assumed that all areas considered mixed-use typically contain commercial 

land uses, and the minimum threshold for commercial land uses in this analysis was established to be 16 

                                                            
3 See Section 5 “Data Needs” for more information.  
2 See Section 3 “Typical Projection Process” for more detail. 
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acres, or 10% of a grid cell. The acreage for the other three relevant land use categories (Civic, High-

Density Residential, and Office) was then summed per grid cell. Grid cells with higher amount of these 

land use categories scored higher. Lastly, grid cells comprised of at least 10% of each of these uses 

scored the highest score of five. This indicator scoring process for Mix of Land Uses is detailed below.  

1 Point: Grid cells with at least 16 acres (10%) of Commercial 

2 Points: Grid cells with at least 16 acres (10%) of Commercial and 16-31.9 (10-20%) acres combined of 

Civic/Community, High-Density Residential, and/or Office 

3 Points: Grid cells with at least 16 acres (10%) of Commercial and 32-47.9 (20-30%) acres combined of 

Civic/Community, High-Density Residential, and/or Office   

4 Points: Grid cells with at least 16 acres (10%) of Commercial and 48 or more acres (30%+) combined of 

Civic/Community, High-Density Residential, and/or Office     

5 Points: Grid cells with at least 16 acres (10%) of Commercial, at least 16 acres (10%) of 

Civic/Community, at least 16 acres (10%) of High-Density Residential, and at least 16 acres (10%) of 

Office   

Specific Land Uses 
Land use was provided by the MPO within parcel data and then categorized into ten categories 

including Agriculture, Civic/Community, Commercial, High-Density Residential, Low-Density Residential, 

Industrial, Office, Park/Open Space, Vacant and No Data. In order to join this data to the grid, the Typical 

Projection Process for Polygonal Source Data2 was used, but before summing the split parcel acreages 

per grid cell, separate fields were created to host the acreage for each land use category. Each land use 

category than had aggregated acreage per grid cell. The amount of each land use category per cell was 

then divided into five natural breaks and scored on a five-point scale. Grid cells with the most acreage of 

a particular land use category received an indicator score of five.  Specific land uses categories used as 

indicators in this analysis included Commercial, Civic/Community/Educational, Industrial, and Office.   

Total Assessed Value 
Assessed value was provided by the MPO within parcel data and included assessed land value, assessed 

improvements value, and total assessed value (land and improvements combined). For this analysis, 

total assessed value was used. In order to join this data to the grid, the Typical Projection Process for 

Polygonal Source Data2 was used. Total combined assessed value data was divided into five natural 

breaks and scored on a five-point scale. Grid cells with the highest total combined assessed value 

received an indicator score of five.   

Differential of Total Assessed Value 
Assessed value was provided by the MPO within parcel data and included assessed land value, assessed 

improvements value, and total assessed value (land and improvements combined). For this analysis, 

total assessed value was used. This indicator was specifically developed to help identify Main Street 

Centers due to their unique character within the Activity Center Typology. The intent of using a 

                                                            
2 See Section 3 “Typical Projection Process” for more detail. 
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differential of total assessed value is to capture places that are more valuable than their surroundings, 

but not necessarily the most valuable areas in the region.  

In order to calculate this differential, the vector-based grid was converted to a rater-based grid in order 

use certain spatial analyst tools in Arc GIS. In particular, the Focal Statistics tool was used in order to 

calculate an average of the total assessed value for cells within two cells of each input cell (a cell’s 

“neighborhood”), not including the input cell itself. After generating this neighborhood average, the 

data was projected back to the vector-based grid. Each neighborhood average was subtracted from each 

cell’s total assessed value in order to calculate the differential. Only positive differentials were scored as 

this represents where a cell is more valuable than its neighbors. Total assessed value differential data 

was divided into four natural breaks and scored on a four-point scale, as described in the Main Street 

Center Type in Section 2: Activity Center Typology. Grid cells with the highest total assessed value 

differential received an indicator score of four.   

Retail Sales 
The source of the TAZ-based sales data is Info USA and the MPO filtered this data to only include retail 

sales for this analysis. Since this indicator is only used for Shopping Centers, retail sales were determined 

to be the only relevant type of sales. In order to join this data to the grid, the Typical Projection Process 

for Polygonal Source Data2 was used. Total retail sales were divided into five natural breaks and scored 

on a five-point scale. Grid cells with the highest retail sales received an indicator score of five.   

Intersection Density  
Intersection density data was created by the consultant in Arc GIS. Intersection density is often used as 

an indicator of walkability, with small blocks and more frequent crossing opportunities suggesting a 

better-connected pedestrian network with more direct routes to different destinations. There are 

various ways to calculate this information, depending on how roadway centerline data is drawn. The 

roadway data provided by the MPO contained line segments for each section of roadway, with breaks at 

each intersection. Point data was created from the end points of linear roadway data. An intersection 

could then be identified by at least two overlapping points, because only one point would signify a dead-

end road, and zero points would signify a continuous roadway with no other intersecting roadways. This 

point data was then dissolved, and the join count was used a count of connecting roadway segments at 

a given location. Only dissolved points with a join count of at least two were counted as an intersection. 

Each intersection within a grid cell was then spatial joined to the grid cell, summing a total count of 

intersections per grid cell. Total intersection counts were then divided into five natural breaks and 

scored on a five-point scale. Grid cells with the most intersections received an indicator score of five.   

Lot Coverage 
Lot coverage was calculated by the consultant using building footprint data from IndianaMap Open Data 

Hub and parcel data from the MPO. Lot coverage is used as an indication of the density of buildings as 

well as the streetscape. A high lot coverage often means there is not large surface parking lots or other 

setback that can detract from the pedestrian experience and multi-modal connectivity.  

Condominiums are commonly drawn as stacked parcels in spatial data, and these were dissolved ahead 

of time. Another issue identified in the data was buildings that crossed parcel lines, so these were also 

split apart ahead of time as well. The total building footprint(s) area was calculated for each parcel, 

                                                            
2 See Section 3 “Typical Projection Process” for more detail. 
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summing when more than one building occurred on a parcel. The total building footprint area per parcel 

was then divided by the size of the parcel itself, resulting in a lot coverage calculation for each parcel. 

These parcels were then joined to the grid using the Typical Projection Process for Polygonal Source 

Data2, with a key difference of averaging the lot coverage per grid cell rather than summing since it is a 

percentage. Average lot coverage was then divided into five natural breaks and scored on a five-point 

scale. Grid cells with the highest lot coverage received an indicator score of five.   

Commercial Lot Size 
Commercial lot size was extracted from the parcel-based land use data provided by the MPO. This 

indicator was used specifically for Main Street Centers in order to located commercial properties that 

occur in clusters on small lots, rather than big box commercial stores with large areas of surface parking. 

In order to join this data to the grid, the Typical Projection Process for Polygonal Source Data2 was used, 

with a key difference of averaging the commercial lot sizes within a grid cell rather than summing. 

Average commercial lot size was then divided into ten natural breaks (due to an identified need to 

differentiate at finer level of detail) and scored on a five-point scale using half-point score intervals. Grid 

cells with the smallest average commercial lot size received an indicator score of five. Indicator scoring 

was reversed compared to other indicators since specifically smaller commercial lots were considered 

indicators of a Main Street Center.   

Truck Counts  
Truck counts were pulled from the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) point-based data was provided 

by the MPO. This data provides a breakdown of traffic counts by each Federal Highway Administration 

(FHWA) vehicle type classification. Counts for only Class 5 vehicles and larger were queried out and 

summed, creating one AADT count for all large delivery and freight trucks in each location. A grid cell 

was given the average count from all counts taken within it. Truck AADT counts were divided into five 

natural breaks and scored on a five-point scale. Grid cells with the highest truck counts received an 

indicator score of five.3   

Combining Existing Indicators  
The locations of each Existing Activity Center are determined by different combinations of indicators for 

each Center Type, as outlined in the Existing Indicator Matrix and the Center Type descriptions in the 

previous sections. Typically, an indicator score of five was used for each indicator, and weighting was 

intentionally avoided. After all the indicators were projected to the grid, relevant indicator scores were 

combined into a feature class for each Center Type. The indicator scores were then summed to result in 

a total score for each grid cell by Center Type.  

These “Total Score Maps” were reviewed by MPO staff in order to establish a “total score cutoff” for 

each Center Type. These total score cutoffs are a minimum total score to be considered an Existing 

Center and differ due to varying total scores and the prevalence or nuance for each Center Type. The 

LUAP then reviewed the locations of Existing Activity Centers by overlaying them all on one map, in 

order of the hierarchy. After review by the LUAP, Existing Centers were refined with a small amount of 

manual changes in order to accurately reflect Existing Activity Center locations, as outlined in the Center 

Type descriptions.  

                                                            
2 See Section 3 “Typical Projection Process” for more detail. 
3 See Section 5 “Data Needs” for more information. 
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Indicators of Emerging Activity Centers  
Emerging Activity Centers fall into the same typology as Existing Activity Centers. Emerging Activity 
Centers are those considered to fall just short of qualifying as an Existing Activity Center, have some 
degree of vacant land, and have shown growth in population and/or employment in recent years. Below 
is a matrix of what emerging indicators were included for each Center Type.   
 

  Center Type 

 

 

D
o

w
n

to
w

n
 

In
d

ia
n

ap
o

lis
 

R
eg

io
n

al
 

M
ix

ed
-U

se
 

C
en

te
r 

M
ai

n
 S

tr
ee

t 

C
en

te
r 

Li
fe

st
yl

e 

C
en

te
r 

Sh
o

p
p

in
g 

C
en

te
r 

Sp
ec

ia
l U

se
 

C
en

te
r 

M
an

u
fa

ct
u

ri
n

g

/ 
D

is
tr

ib
u

ti
o

n
/ 

Lo
gi

st
ic

s 

C
en

te
r 

Em
p

lo
ym

en
t 

C
en

te
r 

In
d

ic
at

o
r 

Existing 
Activity Center 
Score 

        

Vacant Land         
Population 
Growth 

        

Employment 
Growth 

        

 

Existing Activity Center Score 
The first Emerging Activity Center indicator is the grid cell’s total score from Existing Indicators. The idea 

behind this is that in order to be considered Emerging, a place must fall just short of qualifying as an 

Existing Activity Center for that Center Type already. By almost qualifying as Existing, the additional 

Emerging Indicators can then suggest if an area is on track to potentially become an Existing Activity 

Center. For all Center Types besides Downtown Indianapolis and Main Street Centers, only grid cells 

with the determined minimum total score for that Existing Activity Center Type were included as 

possible Emerging Activity Centers. The minimum total score for Existing Activity Centers (or the reason 

for exclusion) are outlined in the description of each Center Type.  

Vacant Land 
Vacant land use data was provided by the MPO within the parcel-based land use data. Any land 

use code with “vacant” in the description was included. Vacant land is considered an indicator for 

Emerging Activity Centers because it can represent having room to grow. While some Center Types are 

more likely to emerge due to increased density via infill, redevelopment, and growing “upwards”, others 

are likely to require available land. Typically, there is more vacant land towards the outer edges of the 

MPA. For this reason, a high requirement for vacant land may skew towards these areas, and additional 

nuance was needed. The amount of vacant land per cell was divided into ten natural breaks (rather than 

the typical five breaks used in this analysis) and scored on a ten-point scale. Grid cells with the most 

acreage of a vacant land received an indicator score of ten. In order to avoid the aforementioned 

skewing, only indicator scores of one or two out of ten were used. These variations are reflected in the 

required Vacant Land Score as outlined in the Emerging Center Type descriptions. For Center Types 
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where vacant land is an Emerging Indicator3, only grid cells with the determined minimum vacant land 

score were included as possible Emerging Activity Centers. The minimum vacant land indicator scores 

are outlined in the description of each Center Type. 

Population Growth  
The source of the population data was the Census Transportation Planning Package (CTPP) for the years 

2006-2010 and 2012-2016. These are 5-year moving averages. MPO staff used 2010 and 2016 as the 

years for labeling the data columns. In ACS products, a Measurement of Error (MOE) is calculated for 

each value. While there may be apparent change in population between the two CTPP data sets, if the 

MOE is larger than the change, there may have been no real change at all. The impact of the MOE was 

addressed directly. If population change was less than the MOE for either 2010 or 2016, it was counted 

it as no change. “Significant” population growth was measured as cells with both 1% or more growth 

between the years 2010 and 2016 and growth of 16 or more people. For Center Types where population 

growth is an Emerging Indicator3, only grid cells with significant population growth were included as 

possible Emerging Activity Centers. 

Employment Growth  
The source of the employment data is the 2010 and 2015 InfoUSA employment TAZ-based data sets 

distributed by InfoGroup. 2015 was used as “current” employment. InfoGroup updates about 30% of 

their records each year (MPO research), therefore the 2010 data set represents 2008, 2009 and 2010, 

while the 2015 data set represents records from 2013, 2014, and 2015. “Significant” employment 

growth was measured as cells with both 1% or more growth between the years 2010 and 2015 and 

growth of 16 or more people. For Center Types where employment growth is an Emerging Indicator3, 

only grid cells with significant employment growth were included as possible Emerging Activity Centers.  

 

Section 4: Scoring Criteria Recommendations for Transportation Project 

Funding 

Research 
Research of how other MPOs and similar organizations include Regional Activity Centers in scoring for 

project selection was done as part of this process. Four primary examples were reviewed- Portland, 

Atlanta, Virginia, and San Antonio.  

• The Portland Metro gives grants to Centers for either planning or implementation.  

• The Atlanta Livable Centers Initiative grant program covers 80% of the cost of each study or 

transportation project and requires the grant recipient to make a 20% match.  

• The Virginia SMART scale utilizes evaluation measures that quantify the benefits of each project 

for six factor areas. Area weighting typologies are then used to facilitate evaluation of each 

project’s benefit on a scale relative to the needs of that region as compared across the state.  

• Regional Centers were established in the City of San Antonio during their Comprehensive 

Planning process. Implementation is now occurring in the form of Regional Center plans.  

                                                            
3 See Emerging Activity Center Indicator Matrix 
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Research was also done internally through conversations with Indianapolis MPO staff. During these 

conversations, staff emphasized that the current TIP scoring process is working well and seen as 

objective and fair by regional partners. While Regional Activity Centers fall in line with many of the 

MPO’s current objectives, an incremental approach was preferred to allow for communication and 

education to involved parties. The potential funding swap between the MPO and the State of Indiana 

has also been considered in the following Conceptual Framework section.  

 

Conceptual Framework for Integration into Project Scoring 
Conceptual Framework   

An incremental approach has been identified to integrate Regional Activity Centers into the scoring 

process for transportation project funding. Any changes to the official TIP scoring process must be 

approved by the IRTC (Transportation Policy Committee after 6/2/2020), and these changes are taken 

seriously by the MPO given the magnitude of funding and the efforts required by municipalities in 

project submittals. Four incremental steps listed below provide a conceptual framework for the 

potential integration of Regional Activity Centers into project scoring. The LUAP indicated a majority 

preference to begin with Step One and aim to eventually get to Step Four. It was also noted that Step 

Three and Step Four could happen concurrently. The four proposed steps are outlined below. 

 

Step 1 – Prioritize in Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP)  

The integration of Regional Activity Centers into project scoring for the LRTP is a natural first step. There 

was a desire to utilize Regional Activity Centers into the last LRTP, but Economic Clusters were used 

instead based on data availability. The LRTP uses ten sub-scores to provide an overall prioritization score 

for transportation projects. Three of these sub scores (orange in the diagram below) are recommended 

to be modified to incorporate Regional Activity Centers.  

 

The Current Employment Score ranks projects based on their proximity to existing economic clusters. It 

is recommended that Existing Regional Activity Centers, regardless of Center Type, are used instead of 
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existing economic clusters. Next, the Future Employment Score ranks projects based on their proximity 

to emerging economic clusters. It is recommended that Emerging Regional Activity Centers, regardless 

of Center Type, are used instead of emerging economic clusters.  

Third, the Freight Corridor Score awards additional points to projects on the Regional Freight Network. 

The Regional Freight Network currently is identified based on truck counts (AADT) and proximity to 

identified logistics clusters. Since a concurrent process is ongoing to re-evaluate this Network, there are 

multiple options for revising this sub-score, and a preferred approach can be identified by MPO staff 

once the updated Network is available. Scoring should be reviewed and potentially adjusted to address 

the potential double-counting of MDL Centers.  

1. The first and preferred option is to swap Existing MDL Centers for Logistics Clusters to 

determine the Regional Freight Network. An analysis should be performed of overlap between 

Existing MDL Centers for Logistics Clusters to identify overlap and gaps in case modifications are 

needed. It should also be noted that truck counts were one of the five indicators used to identify 

MDL Centers, and the effect of double counting truck counts should be assessed.   

2. The second option is to only award points to projects that are both on the Regional Freight 

Network and near an MDL Center. This option uses MDL Centers as an additional filter.  

 

Step 2 – Integrate into TIP Funding Sources  

Four funding sources are currently identified in the TIP:  

1. Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG) 

2. Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ) 

3. Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) 

4. Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) 

Within these funding sources, projects near or within Regional Activity Centers can be granted 

additional points. It is initially recommended to use a consistent scoring for all project types across all 

Center Types, with exact scores and weights to be determined by the MPO. Inclusion into TIP scoring is 

only recommended for Existing Regional Activity Centers. 

 

Step 3 – Prioritize within TIP Funding Sources 

To use a more specific approach that better utilizes the Regional Activity Center Typology, funding 

prioritization can be specified for projects in or near a Regional Activity Center by both Project Type and 

Center Type. This can capture the nuance of certain project priority mode/s or types being more 

important for places with different characteristics and typical or potential travel behavior. It can also 

capture the distinction of projects prioritized for either access to or circulation within a Regional Activity 

Center. It is recommended that projects can receive points for being near or within multiple Centers, up 

to a maximum points cap.  
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Center Types have been grouped into the following three categories based on primary modes of access 

to and circulation within each. Inclusion into TIP scoring is only recommended for Existing Regional 

Activity Centers.  

 

Category 1:  

Multimodal Centers 

Category 2: Local-

Draw Centers 

Category 3: Vehicle/ 

Truck-Oriented Centers 

 

Downtown 

Indy 

Regional 

Mixed-

Use 

Centers 

Lifestyle 

Centers 

Special 

Use 

Centers 

Employment 

Centers 

Main Street 

Centers 

Shopping  

Centers 

Manufacturing/ 

Distribution/ 

Logistics 

Centers 

Primary 

Modes of 

Access  

Driving, Transit & Biking Walking & Biking Driving & Transit 

Primary 

Modes of 

Internal 

Circulation 

Walking & Biking Walking & Biking Driving 

 

Relative scoring weight for each funding source is listed below by Center Type Category. The project 

types listed below are currently identified in the TIP by Funding Source. This is an initial 

recommendation and exact scores and weights should be determined by the MPO.  

 Points for Project NEAR a Regional Activity Center / 
Points for Project WITHIN a Regional Activity Center 

FUNDING SOURCES/ PROJECT TYPES 
Multimodal 

Centers 
Local-Draw 

Centers 
Vehicle/Truck-

Oriented Centers 
STBG 
Existing Roadway Widening high/low n/a high/medium 
New Roadway Construction high/high n/a high/medium 
Roadway Reconstruction, Rehabilitation, and 
Resurfacing 

high/low n/a/medium high/high 

Bridge Replacement high/high high/high high/high 
Bridge Rehabilitation high/high high/high high/high 
Intersection Improvements high/high high/high high/high 
Transit Enhancement Capital Projects high/high medium/medium medium/medium 

CMAQ 
Pedestrian/Bicycle Facilities high/high high/high low/medium 
Traffic Management/ Monitoring/ Congestion 
Relief Strategies 

high/medium n/a high/n/a 

Transit (New System/ Service Expansion or 
Operations) 

high/high medium/medium n/a/low 

Alternative Fuel Projects (Including Vehicle 
Refueling Infrastructure, Clean Fuel Fleet 
Programs and Conversions) 

low/high n/a/medium high/high 
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Vehicle Inspection and Maintenance (I/M) 
Programs 

n/a n/a n/a/high 

Intermodal Freight medium/medium n/a high/high 
Telework/Telecommuting Programs n/a n/a n/a 
Travel Demand Management high/medium n/a high/n/a 
Public Education and Outreach Activities n/a n/a n/a 
Rideshare Programs n/a n/a n/a 
Other Transportation Projects with Air Quality 
Benefits 

high/high n/a high/high 

HSIP 
Infrastructure-Related Highway Safety 
Improvements 

high/high n/a high/high 

TAP 
Bicycle, Pedestrian, Trail, and Multi-Use 
Facilities 

high/high high/high low/medium 

Preservation of Abandoned Railroad Corridor high/high high/high high/high 
Historic Preservation and Rehabilitation of 
Historic Transportation Facilities 

high/high high/high n/a 

Construction of Turnouts, Overlooks and 
Viewing Areas 

n/a n/a n/a 

Control and Removal of Outdoor Advertising n/a n/a n/a 
Environmental Mitigation n/a n/a high/high 
Safe Routes to School high/medium n/a n/a 

 

Step 4 – Prioritize by Project Categories 

Lastly, Step 4 identifies a prioritization method that is agnostic of funding source, specified project types, 

or other use restrictions that may be changed based on changed funding sources, a state/federal 

funding swap, or in other ways. This prioritization method looks at what general types of projects are 

most important in or near different Center Type Categories. This step allows for maximum flexibility in 

the future. Relative scoring weight for each project type is listed below by Center Type Category. This is 

an initial recommendation and exact scores and weights should be determined by the MPO. Inclusion 

into TIP scoring is only recommended for Existing Regional Activity Centers. 

 

 
Points for Project NEAR a Regional Activity Center / Points 

for Project WITHIN a Regional Activity Center 

PROJECT TYPES  

(ANY FUNDING SOURCE) 

Multimodal  

Centers 

Local-Draw 

 Centers 

Vehicle/Truck-

Oriented Centers 

Transit (New System/ Service Expansion, 

Enhancement Capital Projects) 
high/high medium/medium n/a/medium 

Transit (First/Final Mile Connections) high/high high/high high/high 

Pedestrian/Bicycle Facility Expansion medium/medium medium/medium medium/medium 



Indianapolis MPO Regional Activity Centers  

Page 26 

 

New Pedestrian/Bicycle Facility medium/medium medium/medium medium/medium 

Roadway Capacity Expansion high/medium n/a high/medium 

New Roadway Construction high/high n/a high/medium 

Highway Safety Improvement high/n/a n/a high/n/a 

Non-Highway Safety Improvement high/high medium/high high/high 

Intersection Improvement high/high high/high high/high 

Historic Preservation and Rehabilitation of 

Historic Transportation Facilities 
high/high high/high n/a 

Intermodal Freight medium/medium n/a high/high 

Bridge Replacement/Rehabilitation high/high high/high high/high 
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Section 5: Moving Forward  

Data Lags and Needs  
During this analysis, certain data lags and needs were identified that could improve the methodology 

used to identify and accuracy of Emerging and Existing Regional Activity Centers. Should the data below 

become available, it is recommended to consider updating the Regional Activity Centers analysis.  

Small Delivery Vehicles 
When measuring Large Truck Counts as an indicator of distribution and activity for MDL Centers, only 
AADT counts for Class 5 and larger vehicles were counted. This includes a typical UPS or FedEx delivery 
truck. Smaller delivery vehicles, such as Mercedes Sprinter vans, are becoming more popular for 
deliveries for companies such as Amazon. This type of van is typically classified as a Class 2 Passenger 
Vehicle in the FHWA vehicle type classification, so they are not included in this indicator. Additional data 
would need to be collected or a nuanced classification would need to be recorded to account for this 
type of delivery vehicle activity.  
 
Rail Spurs  
Rail spurs or activity data (rather than rail lines) would be a more ideal indicator of an MDL Center to 
analyze where a freight train is stopping to load and unload. This data was not available at the time of 
this analysis, so a ¼ mile buffer from rail lines was used instead.  
 
Walkability  
While intersection density is often used as an indicator of walkability, data pertaining to sidewalks or 
walk scores at the regional level could help create a more robust analysis. At the time of this analysis, 
sidewalk data was not available for local roads and walk scores were only done in some areas at a large 
geography.  
 
Bike Facilities 
Regionally aggregated data of bike facilities could be an additional indicator for multiple Center Types 
relating to draw and internal micromobility. 
 
Growth Projections 
This analysis uses historic population and employment growth (approximately 2010-2015) as an 
indicator for certain Emerging Activity Center Types. If growth projections are developed for the region, 
they could replace historic growth if desired by the MPO.  
 

Process for Updating Activity Centers  
The intent of this detailed technical report is to ensure that Regional Activity Center Designations in the 

region can be updated as desired to reflect changed conditions and new data. Potential changes or 

updates may include:  

• Updated indicator data 

• New indicator data 

• Revisions to combination of indicators used for a Center Type 

• Manual changes to the dataset based on community, stakeholder, or staff feedback  
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It is anticipated that new or updated indicator data will be generated in the future and this can be added 

or exchanged for data used in this first round of analysis. The first step with any additional data is to 

project it to the Master Grid (located in the indicators geodatabase) using an appropriate method. See 

the “Typical Projection Process” in Section 2 of this report for reference when projecting data. An 

indicator score can then be applied to that data and joined with other indicators (based on Center Type) 

using the Grid Cell Identification Number (see Appendix for Data Dictionaries). All indicator scores can 

then be summed to provide a grid cell with a total score for any given Center Type.  

When updating the Regional Activity Centers dataset, special attention should be paid to reviewing and 

preserving or updating the manual changes to Center Type designations in select locations, as listed in 

this document and in the GIS data. Additionally, new data and indicator scoring methods will likely 

require another review process and may result in additional manual changes desired by the MPO, 

regional partners, and/or the LUAP. Manually adding or removing Center Type designations in select 

locations should be the last step in the Regional Activity Center selection/coding process.  

Appendix 

Activity Center Maps  
See the folder “IndyMPO_RegionalActivityCenters_Maps” for a series of maps including both Existing 

and Emerging Regional Activity Centers. 

Center Type and Indicator Data Dictionaries  
Two data dictionaries have been created to accompany the final spatial data provided to the MPO by 

the consultant team.  

The first data dictionary is for the Indicators geodatabase. This defines the fields used to do the analysis 

and highlights the total indicator score for each of the 23 currently utilized indicators.  

The second data dictionary is for the Regional Activity Center Typology geodatabase. This contains a 

page for each Center Type with highlighted indicator scores, total scores, and status as an Existing or 

Emerging Center is in orange. 

 


