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Figure 3.6 Barriers to Riding

Please rank your top five preferences for improving cycling conditions.
(Select your top 5 choices in order of importance)

More off-street More on-street  Increased ~ More/ improved  More Bicycle
trails bike lanes maintenance signage Education/Safety
Programs

More side paths  More marked Bicycle More Bicycle
along streets shared Boulevards Parking
roadways

Figure 3.6 shows responses regarding where respondents prefer to see cycling conditions
improve. The majority of responses are related to increasing the number of safe routes by
adding trails, side paths, bike lanes and even bicycle boulevards/marked-shared roadways.
All responses were considered important aspects of creating a safe bikeways system and the
question was designed to distinguish the relative importance of each item.
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Ninety-Three percent responded “yes” to the following two questions
from the Bikeways Survey:

“Do bicyclists have the same rights and responsibilities as motor vehicle drivers
when on the roadway?”

“If cycling conditions improved to the point where safety was of minimal concern
and your destinations were within a convenient distance, would you consider
using a bike for more trips such as your trip to work, running errands or visiting
friends?”

Figure 3.7 relates to the survey question that asked the respondent’s opinion of the safety
level of each type of bikeway. Off-street trails were viewed as the safest type of bikeway by
respondents. Although the majority of men and women tended view them as “very safe”,
about 35 percent of women viewed off-street trails as only “somewhat safe” (10 percent
higher than men). Women responded that sidewalks are a “very safe” cycling facility twice
as much as men. Bike lanes appear to be widely viewed as “somewhat safe” equally by men
and women.

Figure 3.7 Safety Perception of Bikeways

What is your opinion of the safety of each type of facility for cycling?
(Rate each one)

1000
B0 —— - - - — —

B Unsafe

I Somewhat Safe
s Very Safe

.
Off-street trails On-street striped bike Unmarked shared
(Greenways) lanes roadways
Side Paths Sidewalks Marked shared roadways
along a street (signs and Painted markings)
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There were 339 text-based comments recorded from the survey and the chart below
summarizes what topics were commented on the most. Some comments related to multiple
categories and are reflected in the percentage shown for each category addressed by the
comment.

Table 3.1 Summary of Open Survey Responses

Category Percent
Infrastructure Requests-Specific Routes 20.0%
Safety Concerns 19.5%
Trails 18.6%
General Support or Opposition to the plan 13.9%
Bike Lanes 13.0%
Education and Enforcement 12.7%
Sidewalks 5.9%
Transit 3.8%
Side Paths 3.0%
Bike Parking 21%
Health 2.1%
Bike Boulevards & Marked-Shared Roadways 1.2%
Other 15.0%

The following are observations noted in the text-based responses to the survey. Since
comments often addressed multiple issues they have not been categorized.

Responses related to education and enforcement indicated a strong need to develop
a mutual respect between motor vehicle operators and cyclists when sharing the
roadway.

Many respondents stated that motor vehicle traffic is their primary safety concern
when making a trip by bicycle. Some respondents felt that drivers had a general
frustration with cyclists while others said that driver distractions were a concern.

Both drivers and cyclists indicated that there were several cyclist behaviors that
they found frustrating including: not stopping at red lights and stop signs; passing

a line of stopped cars where there is no bike lane; and impeding the flow (speed) of
traffic.

A large number of respondents requested completion of trails projects such as

the Fall Creek Trail, Pennsy Trail and B&O Trail. There was also a significant
request for routes that allow for safe travel east-west though Marion County and for
bikeways on the south side of Indianapolis.

CHAPTER 3 PUBLIC INPUT



Responses concerning bike lanes were not definitively in favor of or against adding
more bike lanes in our bikeways system. Many respondents supported bike lanes as
a safe way to travel or commute. Maintenance (street sweeping) and a concern
when lanes are adjacent to parked cars were the top two issues noted after

safety concerns about motor vehicles.

Lack of bike parking was noted as a barrier to making some trips. Showers and
storage areas for clothes were also requested.

Trails that link to destinations outside of Central Indiana were described as great
opportunities for recreation or tourism by some. Others described them as a
secondary need until we build a substantial bikeways network within our region.

A few respondents felt less comfortable on greenways due to crime concerns. Others
noted that the visibility of a bike lane or side path from a public street increased safety
due to possible criminal activity.

Some regular cyclists noted that they travel at higher speeds (18-24 mph) for
exercise or commuting. Many of them use street routes for this to avoid potential
conflict with pedestrians, dogs, children and other non-cyclists on greenways, side
paths and sidewalks.

Many respondents indicated that they have to load their bikes up and drive to a

park or greenway where it is safe for them or their children to ride and expressed a
desire to avoid the car trip in order to bicycle.

CHAPTER 3 PUBLIC INPUT
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Society is singularly in debt to the bicycle, since

bicycle mechanics developed the airplane as well
as the automobile. ~ James E. Starrs

CHAPTER 4 PRESENT CYCLING NETWORK



CHAPTER 4 PRESENT CYCLING NETWORK

4.1 PRESENT CYCLING NETWORK

Interest in cycling has been growing in Central Indiana and the momentum is expected to
build. Several cities and towns have already begun investing in bicycle infrastructure. Central
Indiana has 469 miles of existing bikeways as a result of this investment.

Indianapolis is proud to be recognized as a “Bicycle Friendly Community” by the League of
American Bicyclists. This bronze-level designation was given in 2010 and Indianapolis is
actively pursuing a silver level designation in the coming years. Many stakeholders in health,
transportation and senior citizen’s organizations have come together to support the City’s
commitment to improving cycling amenities.

The Indy Parks Greenways system in Indianapolis
is an extensive network of multi-use trails that has
received national design and landscaping awards. SS§
Today, Indianapolis has more than 59 miles of trails.
The oldest trail was created in 1836 and is known
as the Central Canal Towpath. When complete,
the Greenway System will have more than 200
miles of trails in Marion County. The Monon Trail,
completed in 2003, measures approximately 10.4 SEEE=,
miles in Marion County and is one of the busiest &= =

greenways in the Indy Parks system with over 2.3
million users recorded between 9 checkpoints in
Marion County in 2010.

Fall Creek Trail in Skiles Test Park

By start of 2012, Indianapolis will have over 60 miles of bike lanes. The New York/Michigan
Street and Allisonville Road bike lanes were developed with federal Transportation
Enhancement funds. The Westlane Road, 52nd Street, Allison Pointe, East Street, lllinois
Street, Lafayette Road, Raymond Street and Ritter Avenue bike lanes were included as part
of the City’s resurfacing program. Southeastern Avenue and Cold Springs Road were added
as part of a sanitary sewer project. The City has plans to add over 200 miles of bike lanes to
city streets as part of a twelve-year Indianapolis Bikeways Plan.

The brand new Indy Bike Hub YMCA is located in the heart of Indianapolis in the east wing
of the City Market. The facility offers safe, secure, indoor parking for 148 bicycles, showers,
locker rooms featuring expanded and vented lockers, strength equipment, free weight area
and a full-service bike shop operated by Bicycle Garage Indy (BGI) featuring bicycle repairs,
accessories and rentals. YMCA members receive full use of the new facility and there is also
a bike specific membership option. Cyclists can purchase a 4-hour “bike park pass” to secure
their bike in the indoor lockers while visiting the downtown.

CHAPTER 4 PRESENT CYCLING NETWORK
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The Indianapolis Cultural Trail: A Legacy of
Gene & Marilyn Glick is a world-class urban
bike and pedestrian path that connects
neighborhoods,  Cultural  Districts and
entertainment amenities, and serves as the
downtown hub for the entire Central Indiana
greenway system. The Cultural Trail will also
connect with the Monon Trail, allowing visitors
easy access to Broad Ripple Village from
downtown. The Cultural Trail is made possible
by a large public and private collaboration led
by the Central Indiana Community Foundation,
the City of Indianapolis and several not-for-
profit organizations. Indianapolis Cultural Trail

The City of Indianapolis enacted several laws relating to bicycles in 2009. The laws give
bicycles the exclusive right to operate within bike lanes and bike paths with a few exceptions.
Driving, standing, or parking on bicycle paths or lanes is prohibited, and motor vehicles must
give a minimum safe distance of three feet when passing a cyclist in a bike lane.

With over 267 miles of existing bikeways, the communities within Hamilton County have
invested heavily in improvements that help cyclists get around. The City of Carmel has been
aggressively pursuing a silver level “Bicycle Friendly Community” designation by the League
of American Bicyclists. Carmel was recognized with the bronze-level designation in 2006.
5.2 miles of the Monon Trail run north-south through Carmel. The trail extends northward to
State Road 32 in Westfield. The Carmel Access Bikeway (CAB) System utilizes city streets,
multi-use paths and bike lanes to comprise a system of loops and express routes for cyclists
over 100 miles long. The five CAB loops are identified by name and color and are geared
toward recreational rides. Each loop begins and ends at a trail head, but riders familiar with
the system can begin anywhere along the loop. Express routes are direct routes intended
to help cyclists, especially commuters, traverse Clay Township more efficiently and safely.
There are six north-south routes and two east-west express routes.

The Town of Fishers first began building its multi-purpose trail system in 1996. Since then
the Town has constructed 65 miles of multi-purpose paths and trails linking residential,
commercial and recreational areas throughout the community. The Town’s goal is to construct
multi-purpose paths along all major roadways. Fishers has also outlined seven (7) riparian
corridors to be used as a greenway trail system that will tie the multi-purpose paths and
various town amenities together. When the multi-purpose path/trail system is complete the
Town will offer 250-300 miles of multi-purpose paths/trails.
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Map 4.1 Existing Bikeways
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Map 4.1 shows the existing bikeways in Central Indiana. Many of the Cities in Hamilton County
are bike friendly due to their heavy investment in bikeways. Several completed segments of
the Indianapolis Greenways System are shown as well as a few of the bike lanes in their
growing network. The Town of Plainfield, in Hendricks County, has a trails system over 30
miles long, and several other cities have been making significant investments in bikeways.
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CHAPTER 5 PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

This plan proposes an interconnected system of bikeways spanning more than 700 miles.
These recommendations strive to achieve the primary goals of creating a safe and connected
system of bikeways and increasing the number of trips made by bicycle. The plan is also
fiscally constrained and designed to represent the region’s collective priorities. Further details
about the process of project selection will be explained in chapters 6-11. Table 5.1 shows the
miles of facilities in the recommended bikeways network.

Table 5.1 Miles of Recommended Facilities

Trails 241.2 20.6 11.1 26.5 2994
Side Paths 197.6 31.0 10.7 9.9 249.2
Bike Lanes 30.4 37.9 62.0 256 155.9
Total Network 469.2 89.5 83.8 62.0 704.5

*For bike lanes, total miles represent roadway centerlines (e.g. bicycle lanes on both sides of the
roadway are not counted separately)

* Facilities constructed since January 1, 2011, are included in Time Period 1

The recommendations of this plan are expected to guide the use of local and federal funding
through 2035. The projects shown in Map 5.1 and the tables found in this chapter will
require additional evaluation during the implementation process to determine feasibility and
additional analysis will be needed in some cases to determine the optimum bikeway facility
design for specific locations. Like other public projects, neighborhood involvement will also
be an important part of the evaluation process. Some locations shown on the map may
require, after more detailed analysis, different or more costly improvements and therefore,
may be built in a later time period. However for each project, the first assumption will be that
the recommendations of the Regional Bikeways Plan will be implemented as shown.

Tables 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4 show the recommended projects in the three time periods of the
Regional Bikeways Plan. Projects in Time Period 1 are funded projects that have been identified
from a variety of sources, including the 2012-2015 Indianapolis Regional Transportation
Improvement Plan, and therefore more specific detail is known about their start and end
points. For Time Periods 2 and 3 the segment lengths and location are demonstrative. It is
expected that the entity constructing the bikeway will determine the appropriate length to be
constructed during each phase of the project.

CHAPTER 5 PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS



Map 5.1 Plan Recommendations
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Table 5.2 Completed Projects for Time Period 1: 2011 to 2015

Indianapolis
MAR086b0 Cultural Trail
MARO8630 Indianapolis
Cultural Trail

MARO95A0 | Michigan Road
MARO003a1 10th Street
MARO035a1 46th Street
MAR02330 Broad Ripple

Avenue
MARO044a0 | Capitol Avenue/
MARO085a0 lllinois Street
MAR201a0 Cold Spring

Road

MARO089a0 | Lafayette Road
MAR123a4 Southeastern

Avenue

Raymond

MAR116a1 Street
MAR118a0 S*}T\'ﬂtg&gﬁet
MARO090a0

Avenue

CHAPTER 5

Trail Projects

Side Paths

Capitol Ave South of US 40

West Segment through IUPUI
and along US 40 to West St

Preliminary Engineering for
Michigan Road/Township
Line Road/Westlane Road
pedestrian enhancement

Bike Lanes

Bike Lanes from Lynhurst Dr
to 1-465

Bike Lanes from College Ave
to Emerson Ave

Bike Lanes from the Monon
to Keystone

Bike Lanes from New York
Street to Westfield Blvd

Bike Lanes from Lafayette
Rd to 30th St

Bike Lanes between New
York Street and 71st St

Bike Lanes from just east
of Arlington Ave to N. Five
Points Road

Bike Lanes from Raymond St
to Southeastern Ave

Bike Lanes and Cycle Track
from Virginia Ave to Madison
and bike lanes on Madison
from Shelby to the Johnson
County Line

PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

2011

2011

2011

2011

2011

2011

2011

2011

2011

2011

2011

2011

0.4

0.9

n/a

1.5

1.5

1.0

1.4

1.2

9.7

1.0

1.8

8.2

$1,950,000

$4,500,000

$67,500

$511,842
$527,712
$358,564
$311,813
$408,450

$3,251,870

$343,000

$642,145

$2,826,802

Local/
Private/
TIGER

Local /
Private/
TIGER

TIGER

Local

Local

Local

TE

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local



Table 5.3 Plan Recommendations for Time Period 1: 2011 to 2015

HENO032a0

HENO61a0

HEN145A0

HEN157A0

MARO034B0
MARO034C0

MARO034A0

HAM140a0

HANO43A0
HANO043B0
HANO043C0

HAMO50A0
HAMO05BO
HAMO05CO

HENO33A0

MARO78A0

HEN155A0

HENOG5A0

MARO33EO

HAM101B0O
HAM101CO

HAM101CO
HAM101B0

Trail Projects

0.303 mile trail segment
going east from CR 625 E,
just north of SR 36

Trail Segment crossing US
36 along CR 625 E

Phase 3: New trail
White Lick Creek | connecting existing segments
Trail & crossing US 36 at CR 625;
CN/CN INS

Avon Parks

County Road
625 E Greenway

Greenway Tralil Phase 2; Cn/CN INS

Phase 1A: 13th Ave & Main

Greenway to Mann Dr.; CN/CN INS
Greenwa Phase 1B: Mann Road to 4th
y Ave: CN/CN INS
Offstreet Trail segment
between Westfield Blvd and
Unknown

Keystone Avenue, north of
136th St

Pennsy Trail to approx 0.34

Buck Creek Trail miles north of CR 100 N

Trail along Cheeney Creek

Cheeney Creek from the White River to
Greenway :
appoximately 1-69
B & O Trail SR 267 to one mile northwest

Monon Trail to Central
Avenue

CR 500 to west Plainfield

Fall Creek Trail

Vandalia Trail -
corporate limits
CR 900/Smith Vandalia Trail to Westmere
Road Side Path Drive

B & O Trail Eagle Creek to Main Street
Monon Trail SR 32 to 216th Street
Monon Trail SR 32 to 191st Street
Monon Trail 191st Street to 206th Street

CHAPTER 5

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

ROW
Acquisition
New
Construction

New
Construction

PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

0.3

0.3

6.0

0.8

1.2

1.6

0.2

23

2.7

1.0

1.4

0.5

0.5

1.4

4.8

1.6

1.8

$315,835

$284,493

$1,000,000

$788,900
$1,150,000

$1,839,987

$171,155.

$2,849,100

$2,572,691

$2,215,836
$1,250,000
$326,000
$367,000
$625,000
$1,057,500
$3,254,550

$2,493,400
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Table 5.3 Plan Recommendations for Time Period 1: 2011 to 2015 (continued)

HENO83AO0
HENO083BO0

HEN144a0

HAM002B0
HAM002CO
HAM002D0
HAMO02EO
HAMO02FO0
HAMO002HO
HAMO00210
HAMO002J0
HAMO02L0
HAMO002MO

HAMO007a0

HAMOO07b0

HAM151a0
HAM156a0

HAMO002g0

HAMO004d0

HAMO06b0
HAMO046a0

HAMO02kO0

HAMO026a0

CHAPTER 5

Hornaday Rd.

Trail

Odell St & Tilden

Rd

106th Street Trail

136th Street

136th Street

UsS 31

Westfield
Boulevard

106th Street

116th Street Trail

131st Street

Carmel Drive

106th Street Trail

96th Street

Side Path Projects

1.1 mile 12" wide trail
connecting a park, 2 schools
and neigbohoods to the B&O

Trail

Side path along Odell
and Tilden from Odell and
Sycamore St to Tilden and

Jefferson St

Fill in gaps in 106th Street
Side Path between US 421
and Hazel Dell Parkway

136th Street from Oak Ridge
Road to just past US 31

00236 segment on 136th
Street between Wesfield Blvd
& Keystone Ave

Fill 0.147 mile gap along US
31 north of Clay Terrace

Side Path along Westfield
Blvd south from US 31

Ditch Road to lllinois Street

116th St across US
31 (roughly lllinois to
Pennsylvania St)

Side Path across US 31 from
lllinois St to Pennsylvania St

Side Path across US 31 from
Illinois St to Old Meridian
106th Street between Hague
Road & Lantern Road
96th Street Side Path

between Mollenkopf Rd and
the Fall Creek Greenway

PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Cosntruction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

1.1

1.0

41

0.4

0.2

0.2

0.2

1.1

0.2

0.4

0.4

0.8

0.3

$150,000

$1,071,021

$4,098,355

$387,968

$236,644

$147,312
$156,363

$1,800,000

$244,816

$377,779
$468,964

$808,398

$280,095



Table 5.3 Plan Recommendations for Time Period 1: 2011 to 2015 (continued)

HAMO77A0
HAMO77B0

HAMO005a0

HAM164A0

MARO024A0

MARO18A0

MARO95A0

MARO086CO

MARO086D0
MAROSGEO

HEN152A0

HEN113A0

HAMO009a0

HAMO010a0

HAM107a0

BOOO004A0

Eller Road

126th Street

146th Street
Side Path

71st Street

62nd Street

Michigan Road

Cultural Trail

Cultural Trail

US 40 Greenway

Perimeter Trail:

Moon Road

156th Street

161st Street

Oak Ridge Road

State Road 334

Side Path

Side path on a portion of
Eller Road between 106th
and 116th Street

1.58 miles beginning 1280
ft east of Cumberland Road

and extending east across

1-69

Fill in gaps along the north
side of the road from Carey
Road to Herriman Blvd, multi-

use paths; CN/CN INS

Lake Knoll Drive to Hague
Road

Keystone Avenue to
Allisonville Road

Michigan Road/Township
Line Road/Westlane Road
pedestrian enhancement; CN
& CNINS in FY 2012

Southeast corridor- Alabama
St., Washington St.,
Pennsylvania St. & Virginia
Ave.; CNin FY 2011
Central Corridor- Market St.,
Monument Circle, lllinois St.,
Washington St., Senate Ave.
& Government PI; CN in FY
2011

White Lick Creek Trail to
Moon Road

US 40 to approximately one
mile south

156th St Side Path between
Oak Ridge Road and the
Monon Trail

161st Street Side Path
between Oak Ridge Road
and the Monon Trail

Side Path along Oak Ridge
Road from Greyhound Pass
to just north of 161st Street

Side Path from SR 421 to
lions park (including saparate
bridge over Eagle Creek)

CHAPTER 5

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction

New
Construction
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0.7

1.6

26

1.7

1.3

7.0

1.4

1.1

0.7

1.0

0.5

0.6

1.0

0.8

$650,462

$1,656,199

$430,000

$1,280,000

$1,012,500

$396,000

$9,716,917

$5,550,000

$504,000

$679,000

$535,578

$599,301

$1,098,696

$880,000
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Table 5.3 Plan Recommendations for Time Period 1: 2011 to 2015 (continued)
Facility

Project ID

Name

Location
Bike Lane Projects

Cost

Description Length Estimate

Bike Lanes along Main Street

MAR092a0 = Main Street from Churchman Ave to New 0.8 $279,944
(Beech Grove) E Construction
merson Ave
Bridge Projects
: Pedestrian Walkway over New
BRO04HAM | Morse Resevoir causeway; CN/CN INS Construction n/a $2,472,300
BR0O02MOR | White Lick Creek Pedestrian Bridge; ROW A ROW n/a $38,000
cquisition
BRO0O3MOR | White Lick Creek Pedestrian Bridge; CN c New . n/a $810,000
onstruction
. Pedestrian Bridge over 146th New
BROO5HAM Monon Trail Street CN/CN INS Construction n/a $3,120,000
."r’;::__{;'t'l
¢ ':*:-_?;-,;;:-}
i W
36 CHAPTER5 | PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS 7



Table 5.4 Plan Recommendations for Time Period 2: 2016 to 2025

MARO78b0
MARO078c1
MARO078g0
MAR078d0
MARO074a0
MARO078c2
MARO078h1
MARO78h2

MARO78f0

MARO033f2
HAMO098z1

MAR110d0

HAMO081b0

JOH090b6

JOH090b1

MARO78e2

JOH090b2

HAMO002n0

JOH090b3

BOO004c0

HAMO002p0

Fall Creek
Greenway

Fall Creek
Greenway

Fall Creek
Greenway

Fall Creek
Greenway

Eagle Creek
Greenway

Fall Creek
Greenway

Fall Creek
Greenway

Fall Creek
Greenway

Fall Creek
Greenway

B&O Trail
Midland Trail
Pennsy Trail

Hague Road

Madison
Avenue
Greenway

Madison
Avenue
Greenway

Fall Creek
Greenway
Madison

Avenue
Greenway

106th Street
Trail

Madison
Avenue
Greenway

116th Street
Trail

106th Street
Trail

Trail Projects

Marion 0.9
Marion 1.0
Marion 0.3
Marion 0.7
Marion 1.4
Marion 1.0
Marion 1.1
Marion 1.1
Marion 0.8
Marion 1.6
Hamilton 0.2
Marion 1.0
Side Path Projects
Hamilton 0.3
Johnson 1.9
Johnson 1.9
Marion 1.6
Johnson 1.9
Hamilton 0.5
Johnson 1.9
Boone 0.3
Hamilton 0.5
CHAPTER 5

$1,151,588
$1,360,095

$441,188

$908,568
$1,872,277
$1,360,095
$1,423,000
$1,423,000

$1,007,076

$2,177,150
$285,401

$1,399,999

$452,308

$2,426,104

$2,426,104

$2,099,286

$2,426,104

$662,500

$2,426,104

$328,438

$617,237

65.81

62.89

57.97

56.80

54.14

53.26

51.98

51.03

49.00

47.45
46.63
46.20

62.80

56.97

49.48

47.87

47.78

47 11

46.18

45.22

42.03
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Table 5.4 Plan Recommendations for Time Period 2: 2016 to 2025

MARO72d1
MARO048a4
MARO072d2
MARO072d3
MARO048a3
MARO048a2
MARO072d4

MARO081c6
MARO048a1
MARO81c5

MARO081c3

MARO025c0
MAR202b2
MARO081c2

MARO081c4

MARO025a5

MARO025a8

MARO081c1

MARO081¢c9

MAR202b1
MAR202a1

MARO081c7
MAR202a2

MAR100a1

MARO040a1
MARO036a3

CHAPTER 5

Delaware Street
Central Avenue
Delaware Street
Delaware Street
Central Avenue
Central Avenue
Delaware Street

Hague Road/
Franklin Road

Central Avenue

Hague Road/
Franklin Road

Hague Road/
Franklin Road

71st/79th
Streets

71st Street

Hague Road/
Franklin Road

Hague Road/
Franklin Road

71st/79th
Streets

71st/79th
Streets

Hague Road/
Franklin Road

Hague Road/
Franklin Road

71st Street
College/75th

Hague Road/
Franklin Road

71st/73rd

Moller Road/
Georgetown
Road

BL - N Arlington
52nd Street

PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

Bike Lane Projects

Marion
Marion
Marion
Marion
Marion
Marion
Marion

Marion
Marion

Marion

Marion

Marion
Marion

Marion

Marion

Marion

Marion

Marion

Marion

Marion
Marion

Marion

Marion

Marion

Marion
Marion

1.6
1.6
1.6
1.6
1.6
1.6
1.6

1.9
1.6
1.9

1.9

0.6
0.8
1.9

1.9

0.6

1.9

1.9

1.9

1.9
0.8

1.9
1.6

1.8

1.8
1.0

$507,238
$496,619
$507,238
$507,238
$496,619
$496,619
$507,238

$830,755
$695,267
$830,755

$830,755

$274,425
$361,808
$830,755

$830,755
$265,404
$841,948
$830,755

$830,755

$810,298
$340,739

$830,755
$713,122

$791,409

$798,216
$440,397

86.86
75.81
69.29
68.33
64.08
63.46
62.62

61.66
60.94
60.94

60.13

58.50
58.01
57.41

57.30

57.26

56.92

56.71

56.19

55.25
55.24

54.84
53.79

53.25

51.83
51.22



Table 5.4 Plan Recommendations for Time Period 2: 2016 to 2025

MARO025b1

MARO003z1

MARO081c8

MAR100a4

MARO085z1
MARO003z2

MAR100a3

MARO081¢c10

MARO025b2

MARO025a6

MAR100a2

MARO082a1

MARO096b0
MARO25a7

MAR123a1

71st/79th
Streets

10th Street

Hague Road/
Franklin Road

Moller Road/
Georgetown
Road

lllinois Street
10th Street
Moller Road/

Georgetown
Road

Hague Road/
Franklin Road
71st/79th
Streets

71st/79th
Streets

Moller Road/
Georgetown
Road

Harding St/
Kentucky
Avenue
Michigan Street
71st/79th
Streets

Southeastern
Avenue

Marion

Marion

Marion

Marion

Marion
Marion

Marion

Marion

Marion

Marion

Marion

Marion

Marion

Marion

Marion

1.5
0.3
1.9

1.8

0.4
0.3

1.8

0.8

1.5

1.9

1.8

1.9

1.4
1.9

1.6

CHAPTER 5

$634,374
$150,371
$830,755

$791,409

$185,473
$132,006

$791,409

$329,753
$634,374

$841,948

$791,409

$806,221

$611,006
$841,948

$702,825

PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

50.81

50.68

50.19

49.21

48.79
48.26

48.17

48.06

48.05

47.53

46.83

46.74

46.26
45.60

43.47
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Table 5.5 Plan Recommendations for Time Period 3: 2026 to 2035

MARO074b6
MARO074b3
MARO74b5
MARO074b4

MARO74b1

MAR110c2
HAMO098e0
HAMO098b1

MARO074b2

HAMO098b2
HEN155d0
HAMO098b3
MARO033f1
MARO033h0
MAR110c1
MARO033g0

JOH090b4

HAMOO05f0
HAMO081a0

HAMO002q0

HAMOO05i0
HAMO005e0

JOH090b5

HAMO004hO0

HAMO00200

CHAPTER 5

Eagle Creek
Greenway

Eagle Creek
Greenway

Eagle Creek
Greenway

Eagle Creek
Greenway

Eagle Creek
Greenway

Pennsy Trail
Midland Trail
Midland Trail

Eagle Creek
Greenway

Midland Trail
Vandalia Trail
Midland Trail
B&O Trail
B&O Trail
Pennsy Trail
B&O Trail

Madison
Avenue
Greenway

126th Street
Hague Road

106th Street
Trail

126th Street
126th Street

Madison
Avenue
Greenway

116th Street
Trail

106th Street
Trail

PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

Trail Projects

Marion

Marion

Marion

Marion

Marion

Marion
Hamilton
Hamilton

Marion

Hamilton
Hendricks
Hamilton
Marion
Marion
Marion
Marion

2.0

2.0

2.0

2.0

2.0

1.8
0.7
1.5

2.0

1.8
1.9
1.8
1.6
1.4
1.8
0.2

Side Path Projects

Johnson

Hamilton
Hamilton

Hamilton

Hamilton
Hamilton

Johnson

Hamilton

Hamilton

1.9

0.1
1.3

0.6

0.1
0.1

1.9

0.8

1.1

$3,415,787
$3,415,787
$3,415,787
$3,415,787

$3,415,787

$3,187,314
$1,257,400
$2,630,698

$3,415,787

$3,025,816
$3,344,779
$3,025,816
$2,804,773
$2,361,071
$3,187,314

$344,856

$3,125,497

$130,714
$2,085,293

$1,015,004

$232,063
$162,565

$3,125,497

$1,314,451

$1,858,115

45.35

43.88

43.77

43.51

43.29

41.74
41.17
40.15

39.02

38.20
37.71
37.22
37.18
36.75
35.49
35.10

45.76

43.62
43.35

43.24

43.01
42.25

41.47

39.92

39.83



HAMO005c0
HAM004g0

MAR100a5

MARO040a3
MARO040a4
MARO040a2
MARO096a0

MARO082a2

MAR123a2
MARO76a4
MARO76a3

MARO76a5
MARO040a6
MARO76a6

MAR123z1

HAM029d0

MARO76a2

126th Street

116th Street
Trail

Moller Road/
Georgetown
Road

N Arlington

N Arlington

N Arlington
Michigan Street

Harding St/
Kentucky
Avenue

Southeastern
Avenue

Edgewood
Avenue

Edgewood
Avenue

Edgewood
Avenue

N Arlington

Edgewood
Avenue

Southeastern
Avenue

Allisonville
Road/State
Highway 37
Edgewood
Avenue

Table 5.5 Plan Recommendations for Time Period 3: 2026 to 2035

Hamilton 0.1
Hamilton 2.0

Bike Lane Projects
Marion 1.8
Marion 1.8
Marion 1.8
Marion 1.8
Marion 1.7
Marion 1.9
Marion 1.6
Marion 1.9
Marion 1.9
Marion 1.9
Marion 1.8
Marion 1.9
Marion 0.6
Hamilton 1.8
Marion 1.3

CHAPTER 5

$115,947
$3,322,108

$1,019,555

$1,028,324
$1,028,324
$1,028,324

$959,958

$1,038,636

$905,433
$1,050,002
$1,050,002

$1,050,002
$1,028,324
$1,050,002

$353,949

$992,745

$753,891

PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

38.62
38.04

45.42

43.78
43.08
42.60
41.57

40.70

40.22

39.38

38.21

37.49
37.36
37.29

35.74

35.14

32.45
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CHAPTER 6 PRIORITIES

6.1 PRIORITIES

Establishing sound regional priorities is the basis for and one of the primary achievements
of the Central Indiana Regional Bikeways Plan. Representatives from communities that
encompass 94% of the urbanized population in the region served on the steering committee
that helped determine these priorities.

More than 4,400 miles of bikeways have been proposed in Central Indiana through various
plans. This figure includes trails, paths and bike lanes proposed by the Regional Pedestrian
Plan and over 30 local planning documents including comprehensive plans, neighborhood
plans, transportation plans, parks plans and more. Alist of the plans can be found in Appendix
B on page 83.

In order to establish regional priorities, the MPO developed a regional bikeways system
connecting with each of the jurisdictions within the MPA. Each jurisdiction was sent a map
of the proposed bikeways in their area and asked to edit the map and determine the priority
level of each bikeway. The priority levels are explained in Table 6.1.

Table 6.1 Priority Categories for Bikeways

These projects have been completed. As such they do not require additional funding other

Open than for maintenance in order to be used by cyclists.
Funded Bikeways projects that are to be completed with identified funding sources are shown in
this category.
. Bikeways projects that connect cities, towns, counties and significant
Regional ; . ; :
employment or residential clusters in the region.
Local Bikeways projects that are not a Regional priority, but have been identified by a

municipality within the Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) as a local priority.

Projects within the MPA that have not been given Regional or Local priority. These
Infill projects expand the bicycling network and provide increased access to the Regional and
Local system.

All projects that are not a Regional or Local priority and are located outside of
the MPA.

Fringe
This priority setting process determined which bikeways would be represented on the regional
Vision Plan. Bikeways in the “Open” category were included in the vision plan. Bikeways in
the “Funded”, “Regional” or “Local”’ categories were also included in the Vision Plan and
given a project score to help determine which projects would be included in the Regional
Bikeways Plan recommendations through 2035. Map 6.1 shows which priority category each
bikeway from the regional Vision Plan was placed in.

CHAPTER 6 PRIORITIES
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CHAPTER 7 FINANCIAL CONSTRAINT

7.1 FINANCIAL CONSTRAINT

The Regional Bikeways Plan has been developed as a component of the Indianapolis 2035
Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). The current federal transportation funding act, The
Safe Accountable Flexible Efficient Transportation Equity Act: a Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-
LU), requires that long range metropolitan transportation plans be financially feasible and
demonstrate fiscal constraint over the long-range planning horizon. Implementation of
transportation improvements is contingent on available funding and a plan is considered
fiscally constrained when the project costs do not exceed projected revenues. This Regional
Bikeways Plan serves this purpose by providing system level estimates of costs and revenue
sources reasonably expected to be available to operate and maintain the bikeways system.
The estimates reflect year of expenditure dollars as required.

The 2035 LRTP provided a summary of proposed revenues, which is shown in this plan
in Table 7.1. The top portion of the table shows revenue from all non-INDOT sources. The

INDOT revenue is shown seperately. The INDOT revenue projection was provided by the
INDOT 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan.

Table 7.1: Roadway Revenue Projections

Available Non-INDOT Roadways

Local $156,950,000
Surface Transportation Program (STP) $30,000,000
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality $2,000,000
(CMAQ)
Highways Saftey Improvement Program $3,000,000
(HSIP)
Transportation Enhancement (TE) $2,050,000
SUBTOTAL $194,000,000
Available for INDOT Roadways $407,743,160
TOTAL $601,743160

Table 7.2 provides a breakdown of program area funding levels established in the 2035
LRTP. The 2035 LRTP goal projects that seven percent of the total revenues from Non-
INDOT sources will be dedicated to bicycle and pedestrian projects. This provides a figure of
$13.51 million annually that reflects both bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure revenue. The
MPO has estimated that $7.5 million of the bicycle/pedestrian program area represents the
bicycle share of this funding target.

CHAPTER 7 FINANCIAL CONSTRAINT



Table 7.2 Allocation of Non-INDOT Revenue to Program Areas

Pavement Preservation 25% $48,266,667
Bridge Preservation 15% $28,960,00
Roadway Expansion 25% $48,266,667
Transit Expansion 10% $19,306,667
Bicycle/Pedestrian 7% $13,514,667
Opgrations and 18% $34,752,000
Maintenance

Planning and other N/A $933,333
TOTAL $194,000,000

Non-INDOT revenues were projected over the plan horizon assuming the annual escalation
rates presented in Table 7.3. This is consistent with the rates used in the 2035 LRTP. The far
right column in this table represents the funding targets during each time period in year of
expenditure (YOE) dollars.

Table 7.3 Bikeways Funding Targets Revenue Escalation Rates (YOE)

1 2011 to 2015 2.20% $40,124,393
2 2016 to 2025 2.20% $94,615,563
3 2026 to 2035 2.10% $116,965,730

Table 7.4 summarizes the expenditures on bikeways through 2035. Expenditures during all
three time periods do not exceed expected revenue. The funding targets were derived directly
from information provided in the 2035 LRTP. Revenue and expenditures during Time Period
1 exceed this target, as shown. The Cultural Trail accounts for most of this with $21.7 million
from private sources and TIGER grants. Additional local funds have also been committed to
specific projects in this time period to account for the difference.

Table 7.4 Total Expenditures and Funding Targets (YOE)

1 $80,197,765 $0 $80,197,765 $40,124,393
2 $54,246,784 $40,300,000 $94,546,784 $94,615,563
3 $76,489,287 $40,300,000 $116,789,287 | $116,965,730

CHAPTER 7 FINANCIAL CONSTRAINT
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CHAPTER 8 COST ANALYSIS

8.1 Cost Analysis

There are many factors that influence the cost of bikeways, including local conditions, land
acquisition, surface type, bridges and more. Reasonable cost estimates are a cornerstone
of the development of an implementation plan. The cost analysis represents an average
that has been used to project the cost of trails, side paths and bike lanes between 2011 and
2035. More detailed cost estimation should be performed for each trail project as it nears
implementation, particularly during preliminary design or application for funding, and prior to
bidding for construction.

In general terms, one mile of 12-foot wide asphalt trail was calculated to cost approximately
$1.1 million while one mile of bike lanes (on a two-way street) cost approximately $350,000.
Using these basic numbers, the 4,418 mile network of all proposed bikeways across Central
Indiana would cost $4.6 billion in 2011 dollars to construct. This figure immediately draws
attention to the need to develop priorities and a responsible plan for spending the limited
transportation funds within Central Indiana.

Certain assumptions must be made in order to develop these cost estimates for projects
across the region. These assumptions are shown here to more accurately describe what was
envisioned with each project and also detail some of the limitations of developing a general,
rather than specific, estimate.

Land acquisition was assumed to be 6 acres per mile, representing a 50-foot
corridor for trail construction.

Clearing and grubbing of trees and brush includes the width of the trail and
associated clear zones.

Aggregate base is assumed to extend one foot beyond the edge of the trail on each
side

Adverse soil conditions, such as contamination or severely wet soils, will require
additional grading and/or excavation and will increase project cost.

Where possible the INDOT unit price average was used for construction (clearing
and grubbing, grading, bank run gravel, spread and compact, asphalt binder course
and asphalt wearing course, seeding and mulching)

Asphalt surface treatment was estimated using RS Means 2011 construction data.

CHAPTER 8 COST ANALYSIS



It was estimated that three signs would be used for every mile of trail and four signs
(one each direction) are typically used at intersections where a trail crosses a road.

A contingency was added to account for common additional costs, such as additional
drainage requirements and crossing signals that will vary by project.

Table 8.1 Detail of Unit Costs for Asphalt Trails (2011 dollars)

Land Acquisition acre $50,000.00

Preliminary Engineering Lump Sum 10% of Const.
Construction

Clearing and grubbing Acre $4,000.00

Grading, subgrade treatment Ill | Square Yard $7.15

6" Compacted Aggregate Base No 53 | Square Yard $5.00

bank run gravel, spread & compact| Square Yard $45.00

2" Asphalt Binder Course | Square Yard $5.72

1 1/2" Asphalt Wearing Course | Square Yard $4.57

Seeding/mulching Acre $3,485.00

Asphalt Surface Treatment | Square Yard $2.86

Signage Each $300.00

Construction Inspection Lump Sum 10% of Const.

Contingency (drainage issues, crossing Lump Sum 10% of total

signals, other)

Table 8.2, below, shows the cost estimates used for asphalt trails in the fiscally constrained
portion of this plan. The base year calculation was done in 2011 dollars and then projected
into year of expenditure dollars (YOE) for each time period.

Table 8.2 YOE Cost Projections for Asphalt Trails (per mile)

12" wide $1,115,942 $1,165,584 $1,387,237 $1,787,147
10" wide $1,077,873 $1,125,821 $1,339,913 $1,726,180
8" wide $1,039,804 $1,086,058 $1,292,588 $1,665,213

CHAPTER 8 COST ANALYSIS
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Cost estimates for bike lanes were developed as an average of the costs of presently
funded bike lanes in Marion County. The bike lanes included are typical of the standard
that will be used within the City of Indianapolis. Lanes are 4-5 feet wide, striping and lane
markings are thermoplastic, areas where motor vehicles and cyclists could cross will be
colored green and loop detectors are installed. Bike lane projects may require additional
right-of-way, additional pavement width and modifications to drains and manholes within
the bike lane.

Table 8.3 below shows the cost estimates used for bike lanes in the fiscally constrained
portion of this plan. The base year calculation was done in 2011 dollars and then projected
into year of expenditure dollars (YOE) for each time period. It is assumed that bike lanes will
be installed on both sides of the street for streets that carry two-way motor vehicle traffic and
that a single lane will be installed on streets that carry one-way motor vehicle traffic.

Table 8.3 YOE Cost Projections for Bike Lanes (per mile)

Two-Way $350,000 $365,569 $435,088 $560,514
One-Way $250,000 $261,121 $310,777 $400,367

CHAPTER 8 COST ANALYSIS
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CHAPTER 9 MAINTENANCE

9.1 MAINTENANCE

Infrastructure maintenance is a critical part of ensuring the safety of all bikeways users and
protecting the public investment from their initial construction. Well maintained bikeways can
be extremely attractive to new users, while unmaintained bikeways can be hazardous and
deter users. Maintenance costs can be divided into routine and non-routine maintenance
categories. Routine maintenance costs have not been included in the funding targets for this
plan. Non-routine maintenance costs are significant and account for approximately one third
of our region’s bikeways funding targets through 2035.

Non-routine maintenance costs are estimated to be $80.6 million in YOE dollars through
2035. By this time, asphalt will need replaced on over 460 miles of existing bikeways and 87
miles of bikeways constructed during time period 1 to keep them in safe working order. More
detailed assumptions relating to non-routine maintenance costs are found in Section 9.2. It
is not anticipated that any of our existing bikeways will reach the age requiring non-routine
maintenance during Time Period 1. The non-routine maintenance costs have been divided
equally over Time Periods 2 and 3. Maintenance costs for each time period were deducted
from the funding targets to determine the amount available for new construction as shown in
Table 9.1.

Table 9.1 Maintenance Cost Projections

1 $40,124,393 $0 $40,124,393
2 $94,615,563 $40,300,000 $54,315,563
3 $116,965,730 $40,300,000 $76,665,730

Maintenance of roadways and bikeways for bicycle use is based in part on an understanding

of bicyclists’ needs, particularly concerning the roadway edge where the majority of bicycling
takes place. Common maintenance concerns such as potholes, cracks and debris in the
roadway cause problems not only for bicyclists but for motorists as well. Wet leaves, rocks,
gravel, sand, snow, ice, branches, and glass present difficulties for bicyclists, often causing
bicyclists to use more of the travel lane or even swerve unpredictably in order to avoid these
hazards. Responsive and appropriate levels of maintenance for bikeways will increase safety
for all users.

It's not as glamorous as building the trail. There is no ribbon cutting for a maintenance program
and seldom does upkeep win a national award. Yet, operations, maintenance, and stewardship
are essential to the safe use, enjoyment, and long-term success of any trail.

Robert Searns, Operations Maintenace and Stewardship 101, Fall 2005 issue of Trail Tracks
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9.2 NON-ROUTINE MAINTENANCE

Within the scope of this plan, non-routine maintenance is considered when it is necessary
to remove asphalt and replace it entirely. An asphalt trail may have a life expectancy of
approximately 15 years, subject to surface thickness and weather conditions. Asphalt roads
containing bike lanes may have a life expectancy of 15 to 25 years, depending on the volume
of traffic on the road and weather conditions. Table 9.2 shows the cost assumptions used to
estimate costs for non-routine maintenance of asphalt bikeways. Costs were calculated using

INDOT average unit costs for each item.

Table 9.2 Detail of Unit Costs for Non-routine Maintenance of Asphalt Trails, Side

Paths and Bike Lanes (2011 dollars)

Preliminary Engineering
Construction

Asphalt Removal
2" Asphalt Binder Course
1 1/2" Asphalt Wearing Course
Seeding/mulching
Asphalt Surface Treatment

Construction Inspection

In Table 9.3, the cost of non-routine maintenance has been detailed for each bikeways facility
type. The projected year of expenditure costs were used to develop the fiscally constrained

portion of this plan.

Lump Sum

Square Yard
Square yard
Square Yard
Acre
Square Yard
Lump Sum

5% of Const.

$2.00
$5.72
$4.57
$3,485.00
$2.86

10% of Const.

Table 9.3 YOE Cost Projections for Non-Routine Maintenance of Asphalt Trails and Side Paths (per mile)

Trails and Side Paths

12' wide $134,961 $140,964
10' wide $116,475 $121,656
8' wide $97,989 $102,348
Bike Lanes
Both sides $97,989 $102,348
Single side $58,793 $61,409

$167,771
$144,791
$121,811

$121,811
$73,087

CHAPTER 9

$216,136
$186,532
$156,927

$156,927
$94,156
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9.3 ROUTINE MAINTENANCE

Routine maintenance refers to many of the day-to-day necessities such as removal of litter,
tree trimming, street sweeping and sign replacement. It also includes minor repair such as
filling cracks and potholes. Maintenance needs will vary for different facilities in different
locations, and various entities in the region will be responsible for specific maintenance
activities. Tables 9.4 and 9.5 provide general guidance on the necessary routine maintenance
of trails, side paths and on-road bicycle lanes.

Table 9.4 Routine Maintenance of Trails and Side Paths

Improve Drainage

Trim Vegetation

Replace Pavement

Replace Signs

Inspect Structures

Clean trash and debris

CHAPTER 9

Unplug individual drains.

Cut or remove vegetation that falls or
grows onto trails.

Fill potholes.

Replace missing or damaged warning,
regulatory, or wayfinding signs.

Address structural problems.

Enlist the help of bicycle and
pedestrian organizations, neighborhood
groups, and other citizens to help clean
broken glass and other sharp objects,
loose gravel, leaves, and other debris.

MAINTENANCE

Clean all culverts, catch basins, and
drainage structures on a regular
schedule as needed.

Trim all vegetation within 3 feet of either
side of all trails up to 10 feet above

the ground; trim additional vegetation

to improve sight distances near
intersections.

Replace pavement (every 10 to
20 years, but will vary significantly
depending on conditions).

Replace signs based on manufacturer
recommendations related to reflectivity
and readability (every 15 to 20 years).

Include trail structures in the same
inspection schedule as all other
structures in the city; if structure is
deteriorating, it should be added to the
citywide schedule for repair/replacement.

A schedule needs to be developed
for working with bicycle organizations
and other groups on trash and debris
removal.



Table 9.4 Routine Maintenance of Bike Lanes, Bicycle Boulevards and Shared Roadways

Sweep bicycle lanes
and other on-road
bicycle facilities

Snow Removal

Repair and replace
pavement

Improve Drainage

Replace Signs

Replace pavement
markings

Ensure bicycle
detection at traffic
signals

Provide adequate
lighting

Perform spot sweeping if debris
collects in bicycle lanes after major
rain storm.

Plow snow from bike lanes when
roadways are plowed. Ensure that
snow is not deposited in bike lanes
from motor vehicle lanes.

Fill potholes and remove surface
irregularities.

Unplug individual drains.

Replace missing or damaged
warning, regulatory, or wayfinding
signs.

Respond to citizen complaints about
loops that do not detect bicycles.

Respond to citizen complaints about
loops that do not detect bicycles.

Replace burned-out and broken
lighting fixtures.

Sweep bicycle lanes (two times per year). Key
bike routes should be given consideration for
higher frequency of sweeping.

If adjacent travel lanes are swept
mechanically, sweepers should reach as close
to the curb as possible to make sure material
is not deposited in the bicycle lanes.

Resurface bicycle facilities as part of street
repaving projects.

Include bicycle facilities in all routine roadway
drainage improvements.

Replace signs based on manufacturer
recommendations related to retroreflectivity
and readability (every 15 to 20 years).

Conduct annual replacement program to
replace bicycle pavement markings based on
a regular basis, as needed.

Replace bicycle pavement markings when
roadways are resurfaced.

Test sensitivity of inductive loops at each
approach to all intersections in the city with
actuated signals, including left-turn lanes, to
ensure that bicycles can be detected.

Lighting is evaluated on a spot basis.

CHAPTER 9
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10.1 PROJECT FUNDING

The 2035 Long-Range Transportation Plan established a target for bicycle and pedestrian
facilities of seven percent of non-INDOT roadway funds. Bicycle and pedestrian funding
comes from several different sources. The majority of federal funding dedicated to bicycle
and pedestrian facilities comes from the Transportation Enhancement program (TE) and the
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement program (CMAQ). This section details
common federal funding sources and their eligible uses according to the U.S. Department of
Transportation (US DOT).

Metropolitan Planning (PL) - This program provides MPQO’s with funds to carry out the
federally prescribed transportation planning program. The IMPO has the primary responsibility
for administering this program.

Surface Transportation Program (STP) - Funding for transportation improvements to routes
functionally classified as urban collectors or higher. The IMPO has the primary responsibility
for administering this program.

Transportation Enhancement program (TE) - Funding for 12 exclusive activities such as
pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities, rehabilitation and restoration of historic transportation-
related structures, and mitigation of pollution due to highway runoff. The IMPO is responsible
for reviewing grant applications and recommending grant awards. INDOT and FHWA are the
final decision makers.

Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) - A SAFETEA-LU program to achieve a
significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads. Funds may
be used for projects on any public road or publicly owned bicycle and pedestrian pathway or
trail. Each state must have a Strategic Highway Safety Plan in place to be eligible to use up to
10 percent of its HSIP funds for other safety projects (including education, enforcement and
emergency medical services).

Congestion Mitigation Air Quality Program (CMAQ) - Funding for transportation projects
thatimprove air quality by reducing transportation related emissions. The MPO has the primary
responsibility for administering this program. A review committee consisting of representatives
from INDOT, FHWA, FTA, EPA and IDEM makes the final determination.

Recreational Trails Program (RTP) - This is a competitive program that provides financial

assistance for the acquisition and/or development of recreational trails projects. The Indiana
Department of Natural Resources has the primary responsibility for administering this program.

CHAPTER 10 PROJECT FUNDING



Safe Routes to School (SRTS) - A SAFETEA-LU Program to encourage and improve
the conditions for students to walk and bicycle to school. Activities of this program include
infrastructure and non-infrastructure educational components. INDOT has the primary
responsibility for administering this program.

Transportation & Community System Preservation (TCSP) - Provides funding for a
comprehensive program including planning grants, implementation grants, and research to
investigate and address the relationships among transportation and community and system
preservation plans and practices and examine private sector based initiatives. FHWA has the
primary responsibility for administering this program.

National Scenic Byway Program (NSB) - This is a competitive program that provides
funding to preserve, protect, enhance and recognize nationally designated transportation
corridors of unique character. The National Road (U.S. Hwy 40) is designated as a NSB
corridor). The U.S. DOT has the primary responsibility for administering this program.

All transportation enhancement, safety, trails, pedestrian and bicycle projects that involve
the use of federal funds provided by the U.S. Department of Transportation, or any of its
agencies (FHWA, Federal Transit Administration (FTA), etc.), must be programmed in the
local Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) by the MPO and then included in the State
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) by INDOT. Therefore, it is critically important
that project sponsors work closely with the MPO during the preparation of funding applications
and during the various phases of the project development cycle (preliminary engineering,
right-of-way and construction) to insure federal funds are properly programmed and federal-
aid project rules are followed.

The US DOT has provided a complete list of transportation programs that may be used
to finance projects related to trails, pedestrian and bicycle programs (available at http://
www.fhwa.dot.gov/hep/bkepedtble.htm). Table 10.1 provides a brief summary of federal-aid
programs that are commonly used to fund bikeways and pedestrian projects.
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11.1 PROJECT SCORING

Projects in the Regional Bikeways Plan were identified from existing planning documents
and selected as Local or Regional priorities in the plan. Those bikeways that were selected
were given a score out of 100 possible points, developed from ten scoring criteria. The
scores are intended to help determine which projects are included in the fiscally constrained
portion of the plan.

The scores were composed of the following scoring criteria, with each making up a percentage
of the total score as shown in Table 11.1. Each bikeway corridor was divided into segments
that are no longer than two miles in length. A half-mile perimeter around each segment was
analyzed for each of the scoring criteria.

Table 11.1 Project Scoring Criteria Weights

Population 10%
Employment 10%
Transit 10%
Regional Priorities 10%
Connections 10%
Schools 10%
Parks 10%
Health Risk 10%
Libraries 10%
Medical Facilities 10%

Map 11.1 shows the relative composite score of each bikeways segment in the Regional
Vision Plan. Weighted project scores ranged from 10 to 88 with an average score of 39.63
points. Projects with scores between 59 and 88 were generally considered for inclusion in
Period 2 of the plan and projects with score between 52 and 58 were generally considered
for inclusion in Period 3 of the plan. The Population scoring criteria focused on the number
of nearby potential users and several other criteria focus on the amount of access provided
to destinations such as jobs, transit and schools. The Regional Priorities, Connections and
Health Risk Categories focused on other factors of the system. Maps 11.2 through 11.11
on the following pages show how projects scored according to each of the criteria and a
description is provided.
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Map 11.1 Project Scores
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Map 11.2 Project Scoring: Population

e

—

N |

Hamilton Eltruml.r
o S —

L er.llln:i

%’L""‘m

Fay.

o

Boone County

\
—'P"::Fbgem 8 77 4 s

- —————

Hendricks Enunl-;

A
B ok

bl

— 1N

Pennsy Trail

Hancock T)unt',,-

- Fam—

Shelby Céunw

¥

:‘!_ _L ,l.,:\g-r;"t

Margan County,

A

L1} 5 10 15
Updated February 2012 e
i 0 to 50 I 501 to 1,000
Population Scores 51to200 [ 1,001 to 1,500

(people per mile)

I 201to500 M 1.501 and over

The analysis uses 2009 American Community Survey data obtained through the “On The
Map” website of the U.S. Census Bureau. Population per mile was calculated by dividing the
number of residents within a half-mile of each bikeways segment by the length of the segment.
The average was 784 persons per mile and the highest raw score was 8530 persons per mile.

PROJECT SCORING



Map 11.3 Project Scoring: Employment
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The analysis uses 2009 American Community Survey data obtained through the “On The
Map” website of the U.S. Census Bureau. This is the total number of people employed at
jobs located within a half-mile of the bikeways segment. The total employment number was
divided by the segment length to get the number of jobs per mile. The average was 2,035 jobs
per mile, and the highest raw score was 198,577 jobs per mile.
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Z Map 11.4 Project Scoring: Transit
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Since transit corridors are generally fixed along a certain route, the bikeways system is a
key component of providing access to public transit in our region by allowing more people
to safely get to transit stops. This scoring criteria is a reflection of the total number of transit
lines (existing and proposed) to which a bikeways corridor would provide a connection. The

average was connection to 3 transit lines, and the highest raw score was 13.
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Map 11.5 Project Scoring: Regional Priorities
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The priority level of each bikeway was assigned by the steering committee as discussed in
Chapter 6. Those bikeways that were given a regional priority were selected to recieve an

additional ten points during project scoring.

I Regional Priorities
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Z Map 11.6 project Scoring: Connection
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The Connections score evaluated expanded access to the existing bikeways system, which
benefits both new and existing cyclists. If a proposed segment does not connect to an existing
facility, it received 2 points. If it connects to an existing facility at one end, then it received 4
points, and if it filled a gap between two existing facilities then it received a score of 10 points.
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Map 11.7 Project Scoring: Schools Scores
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This score is a measure of the number of schools that can be accessed within a half-mile
of each bikeways corridor. These routes provide safe bicycle trips for children to get to a
school and can be beneficial in alleviating congestion at schools during busy pick-up and
drop-off times. Elementary, junior high and high schools along with combined schools, were

all included in this count. The average was 4.9 and the highest raw score was 21.
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Map 11.8 Project Scoring: Parks
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Acce-gs to public parks is another scoring criteria for bikeways. Parks provide a nmeer of
recreational opportunities and programs for youth. The average was 1.8 and the highest raw

score was 12.
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Map 11.9 Project Scoring: Health Risk
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Census data was used to determine the percentage of persons over the age of 65, living in
poverty and minority within the region. These groups have typically been found to be more
likely to need medical care due to inactivity. The scores in each area were combined to create
four levels of health risk based on those factors. Bikeways segments could receive a score of
one to six based on the health risk of the population served.
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Map 11.10 Project Scoring: Libraries
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Access to public libraries was also considered important. This score related to the number of
public librairies that could be accessed within a half-mile distance of a given bikeway corridor.
The average was 0.75, and the highest raw score was 3.

Libraries Scores
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Map 11.11 Project Scoring: Medical Facilities
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Access to non-emergency medical facilities was also considered. This criterium was also
based on a half-mile distance from a bikeway corridor. The facilities considered include
hospitals but primarily consist of medical offices (dental, general practice, etc.). The
average was 1.2, and the highest raw score was 8.

Medical Facilities Scores
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12.1 POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

The following is a list of recommended local policies and practices in support of the
Regional Bikeways Plan, recommended by the Steering Committee. The recommendations
being made are relevant to the MPO and other Local and County jurisdictions within Central
Indiana. Some of these recommendations may have already been implimented by some of
those groups.

Formally adopt a goal to increase bicycling and improve safety
When a jurisdiction publishes a goal to increase bicycling and decrease crashes, they are
making a public commitment to progress for which success can be easily measured.

Adopt a bicycle master plan
Bicycle master plans set a community’s vision for the future and their road map for achieving
their goals.

Establish a bike advisory committee

In many jurisdications, bicycle advisory committees assist with the planning, development,
and implementation of bicycling programs and facilities. Groups typically meet monthly or
quarterly and make recommendations to city staff and planners about facilities, programs,
and issues relating to bicycling in their community.

Adopt a Complete Streets policy

A complete street provides safe access for pedestrians, bicyclists, children, the elderly,
disabled people, transit users and motorists. Complete streets policies require that all streets
are designed and built to provide safe access for all potential users.

Establish dedicated funding levels for bikeways projects

Counties and local jurisdictions are encouraged to set funding targets are goals set by for
how much money, or what percent of transportation spending, will be allocated to bicycling.
A dedicated funding target helps assure that the goals established by the city for bikeways
get met.

Hire dedicated staff for bicycle programs

Hire dedicated staff to oversee bicycle programs. Like other transportation efforts,
implementation of a bike plan can be very complex and can include planning, engineering,
grants writing and more.
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Require bike parking

Lack of safe places to park a bicycle is a barrier to increasing bicycling. Many cities have
taken steps to overcome this barrier by requiring businesses and new developments, parking
garages and public events to include bicycle parking.

Adopt Consistent Design Guidelines

Safety of both cyclists and motor vehicle operators will benefit from the application of
consistent design throughout the region. For this reason, the National Association of City
and Town Officials (NACTO) Urban Bikeways Design Guide 2011 Edition is recommended
as the standard for design of bike lanes, cycle tracks and other on-street bicycle treatments.
The guide can be found at http://nacto.org/cities-for-cycling/design-guide/. This guide is a
toolbox and additional coordination will need to be done through interaction of the various
implementing agencies in each jurisdiction to ensure consistency. For example, while they
are proposed in the NACTO Urban Bikeways Design Guides, bike boxes are not used by the
City of Indianapolis as a method of aiding left turns at stop lights. Cyclist needing to turn left
are instructed to safely and cautiously enter the vehicle lane for turning.

Reduce car parking

Having policies that set a maximum number of car parking spaces for new buildings can
lead to more dense development and land-use practices that can encourage safer and more
bicycle-friendly environments.

Enforce bicycle and motor vehicle laws

Enforcement generally includes both having laws protecting bicyclists and the enforcement
of these laws. Whether it's ticketing speeding motorists or reminding bicyclists to stop at
traffic lights, enforcement is critical to ensuring that safety rules keep road users safe.

Ensure bike-transit integration

Examples of such integration include having bicycle racks on buses, providing bicycle parking
spaces at transit stations, bicycle access on rail, and connecting bike facilities with transit.

CHAPTER 12 POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
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APPENDIX A

COUNTY MAPS

The maps contained in this Appendix A are more detailed sections of map 5.1 in Chapter 5.
There is a map provided for each county containing part of the Metropolitan Planning Area.
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APPENDIX B

PLANNING DOCUMENTS

The following is a list of local planning documents that include bikeways. Each of the
recommended bikeways routes from these plans were considered for inclusion in the
Regional Vision plan shown on page 10.

Table B.1 Planning Documents

MPO

MPO

MPO

Adventure Cycling
City of Beech Grove
City of Carmel
City of Carmel
City of Franklin
City of Greenwod
City of Greenwod
City of Greenwod

City of Indianapolis
City of Indianapolis
City of Lawrence
City of Noblesville
City of Westfield
City of Westfield
Boone County
Hamilton County
Hancock County
Hendricks County
Johnson County
Morgan County
Shelby County
Town of Avon

Town of Avon

Town of Brownsburg
Town of Brownsburg

APPENDIX B

Regional Pedestrian Plan

Indianapolis Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian System Plan
Central Indiana 2010 Campaign

US Bicycle Routes System Map

Beech Grove MultiModal Special Area Study

C3 Plan 2009 (Carmel Clay Comprehensive Plan)

Carmel Multimodal System Plan

Bike and Pedestrian Schematic Master Plan

Greenwood Comprehensive Plan 2007-2027

Greenwood Trails and Greenways Master Plan 2010-2015
Greenwood Five year Parks and Recreation Master Plan

Indy Bikeways Master Plan (DPW & Sustainindy)
2002 Greenways Master Plan (IndyParks)
Pedestrian Study for the City of Lawrence
Noblesville Alternative Transportation Plan

2010 Revised Alternate Transportation Plan
Westfield Thoroughfare Plan Addendum

Boone County Comprehensive Plan

2007 Hamilton County Thoroughfare Plan Update
Hancock County Trails Plan

2006 Hendricks County Comprehensive Plan
Johnson County Comprehensive Plan UPDATE
Greenway Master Plan

Shelby County Comp Plan- transportation chapter
Avon White Lick Creek Trail - Route Feasibility Study
Avon Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
Hornaday Trail Project

Brownsburg Greenways Master Plan 2008

PLANNING DOCUMENTS



Table B.1 Planning Documents (continued)

Town of Cumberland

Town of Danville

Town of Fishers

Town of McCordsville

Town of Zionsville

Binford Redevelopment and Growth, Inc.
Sustainable Design Assesment Team

Park Trail Map

Thoroughfare Plan Update 2010

Bicycle and Pedestrian Trails Map

Town of McCordsville Connectivity Plan

Zionsville Master Plan

INSTEPP Plan

Indianapolis Smart Growth Redevelopment District Plan

APPENDIX B PLANNING DOCUMENTS
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APPENDIX C | PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD ONE

Appendix C contains a summary chart of the public comments received about the Central
Indiana Regional Bikeways Plan. The chart contains the written response to each comment
received during the first public comment period from August 24th to September 23rd, 2011.

Table C.1 Public Comments

Jeremy: | just reviewed the “new” regional bikeways plan. Very impressive! | like the way
you’ve sprinkled in the various quotes from famous and lesser known personalities. The
color photos from around the region and the use of colored bar graphs adds variety and
makes the whole plan more interesting and easier to read. Nice summary of the regional
bikeways survey results. | don’t have a lot of corrections yet, but | did notice on page

11, where you’ve listed central Indiana bicycling events that the B&O Trail Ride is listed
as taking place in July. In the seven years that I've been participating in that ride it has
always taken place the first Saturday in June, which is also National Trails Day. In two

of the three Mayor’s Rides (2010 and 2011) the two events have conflicted and probably
pulled participants from each other. | like the idea of listing local events though. | also
noticed on page 50 that you've listed the US DOT as having primary responsibility for the
National Scenic Byway Program. As the former Indiana Byway Program Manager, | can
tell you that INDOT has the primary responsibility for administering the program in our
state, though the funds are federal. Generally, the program will fund any improvements
that will enhance pedestrian and/or bicycle access to or safety along or across the byway
or any relevant resources within the byway corridor. | think the fourth chapter should be
entitled “The Present Bicycling Network”. You really don’t discuss the condition, as in
physical state of repair, of the current bikeways. Unfortunately, the general lack of plans
and cycling facilities planned south of Washington Street (and US 40 outside of 1-465) is
readily apparent in the maps and project lists. I'm also concerned that the scoring priority
map on page 55 will continue to fuel claims that Marion County continues to get the
majority of all transportation funding in the region. Let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you Michael. I'll keep these comments on file. We can easily address the first few
items you brought up. The project scoring is probably the main issue left to deal with for
this plan. It's mostly a matter of not having found the proper solution yet to deal with the
way the project scoring reflects benefits; generally in terms of serving the most people or
allowing them access to more important destinations. Marion County scores very high in
those regards. We are very open to making changes to the system if we can find another
specific and measureable means of determining the benefits of putting a bikeway in one
location over another. We hope that the comment period may bring something to light that
could address the issue.

APPENDIX C PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD ONE
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Table C.1 (Continued)

Dear Mr. Moore -As a bicycle commuter 10 months a year, | am ambivalent toward the
efforts to make the city more bike/ped/bus friendly. While | dream of a city teeming

with bikes and other forms of alternative transportation, | cannot stomach a plan which
includes lanes such as the one on N. lllinois. It makes for good copy, but it is simply
dangerous. Not only are cars flying by at ridiculous speeds, but one has to watch for
exiting drivers who open their door without looking. The only project that has been
worthwhile thus far is the Cultural Trail. The rest is simply a waste of taxpayer money,
and as an avid commuter, of no help to me. It is only with serious changes that we will
once again have everyone safely riding their bikes. | am waiting, patiently, for the day that
someone has the fortitude to emulate what European cities have done. Are you the one?
With hope in my heart

Good morning. Thank you for sending me your comments about the bikeways plan. | see
you are supportive overall of efforts to make cycling safe and encourage more people

to get out on their bikes but have concerns over the design of bikeways in Indianapolis.
Feedback like this is very helpful in letting us know what is working and what isn’t with the
bike lanes. These first few bike lanes projects in the City have taught us quite a few things
about how the design influences use. We will do our best to try and make the lanes safe
and convenient.

‘I am not certain whoever wrote the Regional Bikeways Plan has actually ridden a
bicycle in Indianapolis because no where is it mentioned that many of the existing and
planned bike lanes decrease bicyclist safety. So, | would like whoever wrote the plan to
accompany me on a bicycle ride sometime, so | can show them how dangerous some of
the bike lanes are. As a certified instructor for the League of American bicyclists | teach
my students to ignore bicycle lanes and ride, instead, in the safest manner possible. If it
is safe to ride in the lane, then | encourage my students to do so. If it is not safe, such as
when bike lane is placed next to parked cars, then | encourage my students to ride a safe
distance away from the cars, which is usually outside of the bike lane and in the motor
vehicle lane.Other hazards of bicycle lanes include:1. debris that collects in the lane
because motor vehicles are not allowed in the bike lane.

2. pedestrians that use bike lanes because no sidewalk is provided.

3. the sudden disappearance of bicycle lanes at intersections.

4. motorists disobeying the 3-foot passing law even though they are in the motor vehicle
lane while the bicyclist is in the bike lane.Bike lanes can be made safe, but as they are
currently constructed, many of Indianapolis bike lanes are not safe. Again, | urge the
author of the Bikeways Plan to ride with me sometime to view first hand the safety issues
created by bike lanes in Indianapolis.*

APPENDIX C PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD ONE



Table C.1 (Continued)

Good morning. Thank you for your comments on the plan. The Bikeways Plan is

actually series of routes where it is recommended that bikeways be made for safety

and convenience of the cycling public. Because of its broad regional view, it has not
made specific recommendations on actual design of those facilities. Specific design
details are being handled by each of the jurisdictions that build them. However, there is

a recommendation from the steering committee in Chapter 12 that promotes use of the
NACTO Urban Bikeways Design Guide. This guide was not available when the first bike
lanes in Marion County were designed and it is riders like you that are helping point out
how those designs could be improved. | would be willing to take a ride with you sometime.
| think the experience would be quite helpful. Please let me know when the best times for
you would be to try this. Thank you.

First and foremost, let me express my appreciation and congratulations for such robust
community engagement in this planning process! Between the public survey and
presentations, large steering committee participation, and all of the 1:1 meetings and
discussions you had, you truly involved the public and key stakeholders in a meaningful
way. It will make successful implementation that much easier. Nice work! ¢ | appreciate
your inclusion of the ‘crash rate’ topic in the section on the safety goal. As we discussed
at the steering committee meeting where this came up, using rate data (rather than

just incidence data) helps to demonstrate the disproportionate risk that bicyclists and
pedestrians face and elevates the importance of building a multimodal network to
enhance safety for all users. You referenced that the MPO would work to further develop
methodology and data, but | believe much of what you need should already be available
through the Indiana Criminal Justice Institute (keeping in mind the other data limitations
you referenced). | am certain there are several Health by Design partners who would
gladly work with you to expand upon this specific issue, looking more closely at existing
data and gaps, determining a system for monitoring and evaluation, and integrating it into
broader traffic safety goals and strategies. < | would like to encourage the use of one or
more additional methods for tracking bike facilities (beyond just length in miles) as plan
implementation unfolds. Like with the example of incidence vs. rate above, | would argue
that the use of total lane miles doesn’t necessarily provide enough context to show how
we're really doing in expanding the network. One option I've seen is to use a ratio of
bike facility miles to total network miles; no doubt there are other good options as well. «
It would be helpful to have a column for the type of funding (secured or anticipated) for
the projects listed in the tables in Chapter 5. < Finally, in Chapter 12, it might be helpful
to have a few additional opening sentences explaining further how local policies and
practices support the plan and why they are so important to the overall success of the
regional network.
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Table C.1 (Continued)

Good morning. Thank you for your comments on the bikeways plan. The bicycle crash
rate is an important measure for us going forward and we will work to develop it. I'll work
with some of those partners you mentioned to try and speed things up. We are open to
other methods of tracking facilities. Ultimately, | think a good map shows progress the
best. It could be quite useful to show a few of the other measures as well to tell more of
the story. In the example you gave (ratio of bike facility miles to total network miles) is
the “Total network” the total network of proposed bikeways or are we comparing it to the
roadways network? At first glance it sounds like a % complete measurement. There is
not room in the printed version of the bikeways plan for additional columns to the chart
you mentioned. We do have the information and can work on making it available in an
appendix or as a separate document for you. The introduction to Chapter 12 can be
updated as you described. Thank you!

We appreciate your meeting with us today to discuss INSTEPP’s request, as part of the
Public Comment period, the incorporation into the Central Indiana Regional Bikeway Plan
the addition, or extension of the’red” line indicating a proposed path (bikeway, etc) along
71st. The change would be to show a proposed path from Allisonville at the west terminus
extending east to (either Graham Road, or) Binford Boulevard on the east terminus,
which would align with the INSTEPP’s past and current efforts to see full multi-modal
connectivity along 71st Street through the BRAG boundaries (Allisonville to Hague).

This piece was identified early on in the GINI process and in final reports as one of four
primary segments whereby sidewalks or bikepaths were desired for improved safety and
connectivity.

Good morning. | appreciate being able to talk with you about the 71st Street proposal.
| will work with the steering committee members involved to see if this change can be
affected. Thank youl!
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Table C.1 (Continued)

Urban Indy blog post ffrom August 24th submitted as a public comment.

Good morning. Thank you for submitting the comments on the Regional Bikeways Plan.
The public comments are included in an appendix in the plan and a link to the blog from
August 24th is included rather than the text from the blog. Your analysis of the plan is
very accurate and helps out by getting people to think critically about the information
presented.

The Shelby Street cycle track is unique and | understand your enthusiasm for it. The
other special projects are worth mentioning as well so | will give some thought to how
they could be included and whether this is the appropriate place for it. For the most part,
the plan steers clear of dictating design of bikeways to the local jurisdictions while giving
consideration to bikeway corridors (regardless of facility type) as part of the bikeways
network. Costs and facility type were considered after project scoring just to keep the
financial part of the program in check.

The $6 million mentioned in your post about pedestrian infrastructure is primarily used for
maintenance of existing sidewalks. A few of the smaller communities have match funds
where if private entities provide a certain percent of the funds then the local government
will build the sidewalk.

The only correction | have for the post is "The planning horizon extends to 2035 and that
period is sub-divided into 4 (should be 3 periods, period four is beyond 2035) periods in
which projects are to be built.”

The plan is not going up for adoption at the next IRTC policy meeting. It will likely be up

for adoption in the first quarter of 2012 and may include another public comment period if
significant changes are made. Thanks for getting the word out!
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APPENDIX D | PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD TWO

Appendix D contains a summary chart of the public comments received about the Central
Indiana Regional Bikeways Plan. The chart contains the written response to each comment
received during the second public comment period from December 9th, 2011 to January
23rd, 2012.

Table D.1 Public Comments

In regard to the Regional Bikeways Plan Update public comment period, please review
the 3 attached documents and consider adding to the plan cross lateral connectivity
within the side streets such as 50th st. and 49th st. drawn with in 1st 2 pdf’s. Similarly, this
should be done at several other cross lateral community connections such as 25th, 22nd,
32nd, and 28th st., as drawn on the 3rd drawing. These should be place sensitively on
side streets that are more easily accessible and comfortable for the average bike rider.

Please call me, as | am happy to discuss the thought process if it is necessary to
discuss further before implementing these basic infrastructure community and economic
imperative needs. Thank you for your work.

Hello. | have looked at these routes and added them to my GIS system. They will not
show up in the final version of the plan that may be adopted this February but that is a
factor of their priority level at the moment. These routes look extremely good for the local
area where they are proposed but the Regional Plan is primarily a tool for sorting out
which projects in the Region should be first in line for federal funding. It established a set
of scoring criteria that made it possible to “model” what the system of bikeways would
look like if all of our local entities held those same values.

The Indianapolis Department of Public works has their 2015 bikeways plan out right now
and you may notice that several of the proposed routes are not shown in the plan either.
Those routes will need to be financed with purely local dollars; which they have found

the ability to make happen. | have forwarded your proposal to the folks at DPW and they
will look them over to see if they should to be included in their plans. In the future that will
give Indianapolis DPW the opportunity to propose them as part of the Regional Plan in
future updates. For the moment local funding makes up about 70% of the funds estimated
to be used on Bikeways over the next 25 years so you can see how much discretion
those entities have over what gets built. Thank you for your contribution.

APPENDIX D PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD TWO

kLoc

NV1d SAVM3IMIE TVNOIOIN



REGIONAL BIKEWAYS PLAN

2011

Table D.1 Public Comments (continued)

My compliments on the Central Indiana Bikeways Plan! It is very comprehensive,
evidence based, and well thought out. I've been a regular bicycle commuter for the past
3 years, and am currently working with my employer (IU Health) to make the internal
changes necessary for us to achieve Bicycle Friendly Business status this year. Here is
some feedback from my foxhole...

1. I've been using the Capitol and lllinois lanes since they were emplaced, and have
never once felt endangered by an automobile, or been ‘doored’ by a parked car. If a
cyclist gets ‘doored’ it’s their own fault for not paying attention, period. Bike lanes are
significantly safer than riding in traffic, and | can tell you that since those lanes were built
(in addition to the New York / Michigan lanes), the number of bicycles parked in the racks
at Methodist / IU / Riley hospitals has gone up significantly. We have more bikes in the
racks in January than we had during the summer last year, and | firmly believe that the
lanes are a major contributor. When it comes to increasing bicycle ridership, safe routes
are the single most important factor, so congratulations and keep it up!

2. The lllinois and Capitol lanes will need to be cleaned more often than twice per year.
There is already a large buildup of sand and runnoff that makes them difficult to use in
several places.

3. The lllinois lane is in very rough shape between 10th and 38th st. The lane has a
heavy slope, and there are a multitude of cracks and potholes that make it a difficult ride.
If the road cannot be completely resurfaced, then | sincerely hope that repair crews pay
attention to the lanes when they do their annual springtime pothole repairs.

4. The plan states that snow removal will be performed on the bike lanes as well as
roadways, but so far this winter | haven’t seen it.

5. I'm noticing a lack of uniformity. In some areas, the lanes will hug the right side of
the road no matter what (Allisonville). In others (62nd or lllinois), the lane will swerve

to stay on the left side of a vehicle right turn lane. Either method works, but would it be
worthwhile to standardize the lanes across the city to prevent confusion?

6. Public education is lacking. Nobody has any idea what the green lanes mean, or what
a Sharrow is. Nobody knows that there is a 3 ft passing law. Nobody knows that it's
illegal to park or drive in a bike lane. Cyclists included! Somebody has got to go on the
local evening news and EXPLAIN these roadway treatments to the public.

Simply throwing the paint on the road is not enough, and it risks building anger and
resentment from motorists and cyclists alike.

Bottom line: this is a very good plan and it warms my heart to see progress being made.
My only caution is to make sure that these routes are created with safety as the foremost
consideration. Collect best practices on lane design from other cities (it's all been done
before) and for Gods sake, wrap everything you do with a public education campaign.
The lack of public awareness is the single biggest issue | see right now.
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Table D.1 Public Comments (continued)

Good morning. Thank you for taking the time to write out a very detailed and thoughtful
commentary relating to the Central Indiana Regional Bikeways Plan. It is exciting to hear
that you are working to bring another bike-friendly business designation to our area. |
will work with the Indianapolis Department of Public Works (DPW) to ensure that the
information you provided is used to inform progress on the bikeways system.

The lack of uniformity is an issue that is being addressed. The Indianapolis DPW has
been learning from the implementation of bike lanes projects over the past few years.
With each project we have seen things that work well and others that don’t. Designs

have changed a little bit to try and correct those things that don’t work so well. It is my
understanding that DPW is getting much closer to a final standardized method of marking
the lanes. The lllinois and Capitol lanes are reflective of the most up-to-date design they
are using and | would expect to see little deviation from that design in the future although |
am aware of some modifications to those lanes in 2012.

Your points on maintenance issues and public education are well taken. | have heard from
the leaders of DPW’s bikeways program that they are developing a relationship with the
street-sweeping crew and working on a routine sweeping program that would cover the
bike lanes. It is also agreed that the public education about cycling and use of the lanes is
extremely important to public safety. We will do our best in both areas.
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Table D.1 Public Comments (continued)

Jeremy — The Hoosier Rails to Trails Council thanks you and the Indianapolis
Metropolitan Planning Office for putting this bike plan together, although | wish it had been
assembled thirty years ago.

We find both the information thorough and the presentation to be easy to understand and
pleasurable to read.

We have some suggestions. They are...

The use of the word “up” is incorrect in the following sentence.

“The trail extends up to State Road 32 in Westfield.”

P28

“Up” refers to a physical change, not a change in direction.

My suggestion is to either simply delete the word, or replace “up” by using the word
“northward.”

In MAP 5.1 PAGEs 31, 73 and Johnson County 78, the ten plus year (turquoise colored)
section of US31 should be moved to immediate — RED - as the Hoosier Rails to Trails
Council is currently asking Greenwood to approve it's segment as part of United States
Bicycle Route #35 as a part from Indianapolis to Louisville. Ditto for the Connections
Table on page64, as this will soon be connected to an international bike route. Also
Madison Avenue in Greenwood/Johnson County should be included in the RED time slot
for designating, improving, and/or maintaining part of the USBR#35.

Also include USBR System in Planning Docs, Appendics B, page 83.

| am very glad to see that sweeping is specified (top of table on page 53), as without
sweeping, a trail or land can become unusable.

On page 55 | found no mention of using INDOT’s list of old bridges, which, in some
cases, can be had for at least partial funding from various sources, including in kind and
INDOT funding.

Map 11.11 on page 69 is misspelled
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Table D.1 Public Comments (continued)

Good morning. Thank you for reviewing the plan. | appreciate the efforts of HRTC very
much. Here is the summary of how your comments were incorporated.

Page 28- Replaced the word “up” with “northward” to show direction.

Map 5.1 on Pages 31, 73 and 78 was not modified based on the comments that you
submitted. | understand the work that HRTC is doing in designating a bike route #35
through Johnson County, but the suggested change does not fit within the parameters

of the Bikeways Plan scoring system. The Period 1 designation (Red) is only for projects
that have dedicated funding already; meaning that the money is there, accounted for and
we know when construction is going to occur. Period 2 (yellow) is for the highest scoring
projects that are up at the top of the list for future federal funding (such as TE grants).
Most of the area that you have pointed out is in that period already. In essence, it’s pretty
high on the list of projects so the real issue at hand is how fast those communities can
get behind the idea and submit a grant application with local match money to build a
dedicated bicycle facility along the route.

Page 55- | hadn’t thought about the list of old bridges before as something to be included
in this section. As written, the section is designed to be an overview of federal programs. |
will give it some thought. It may not be something that is included right away, but possibly
in a future update.

Page 69 — Corrected spelling in the caption above map 11.11.

Page 82-83 — the USBR System has been included in planning documents.

Thank you!
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APPENDIXE | AMENDMENT PROCESS

The purpose of the amendment procedure is to allow Local Public Agencies (LPA’'s) to
submit bikeways projects for inclusion in the Regional Bikeways Plan prior to a major
update. The amendment process has been designed as an administrative procedure where
the LPA submits an amendment form and a map showing the location of the project and the
MPO staff can calculate the score for the project based upon the scoring criteria found in
Chapter 11. The project will then be included in the Vision Plan for the Regional Bikeways
plan and eligible to compete for funding under the appropriate federal programs. The
fiscally constrained portion of the plan will not be modified due to the addition of projects
submitted through the amendment process.

The amendment form is Microsoft Excel-based and can be found on the MPQO’s website at:
http://www.indympo.org/Plans/MultiModalPlanning/Pages/Home.aspx

The required map must be of sufficient detail to allow the MPO to duplicate the project
location within ARCGIS.

Amendments may be submitted to Jeremy Moore at Jeremy.Moore@Indy.gov.
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