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Adoption Resolution

Resolution 12 - 2026

ADOPTION OF THE 2050 INMOTION
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN

WHEREAS, each urban area participating in the programs of the Federal Highway Administration
and the Federal Transit Administration must assure that relevant transportation plans are maintained
through a process that is comprehensive, cooperative, and coordinated, and

WHEREAS, the Madison County Council of Governments is the agency duly designated to
maintain those plans for the Anderson Urbanized Area/Metropolitan Planning Area, and

WHEREAS, the basis for transportation planning and improvement pragramming in the
Anderson Metropolitan Planning Area is the 2050 inMotion Metropolitan Transportation Plan, special
studies and plans, the [atest planning and modeling assumptions, public engagement and input, as well
as projects proposed by local governments and agencies within the metropolitan planning area, and

WHEREAS, a 2050 inMotion Metropolitan Transportation Plan has at least a 20-year planning
horizon pursuant to 23 CFR 450.306 and is fiscally constrained pursuant to 23 CFR 450.326, and

WHEREAS, the planning process maintained by the Madison County Council of
Governments staff has assured that those plans, and subsequent improvement projects, are consistent
with the comprehensively planned development of the Anderson Metropolitan Planning Area as well as
federal policies and priorities.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Madison County Council of Governments hereby
certifies that the plans, program, and process of its transportation planning effort comply with 23 CFR
450.324 and meets the requirements set forth in the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act {IlJA) and
the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA), and that the 2050 inMotion Metropolitan Transportation
Plan, understanding that changes will be made based on comments received from the public and

reviewing agencies, is hereby approved,

ADOPTED by the Madison County Council of Governments Policy Committee, thig 6' day of
Audust 2026. é] é‘—‘f'\/\ /‘/‘/K‘\
/
.

President ' d /

Madison County Council of Governments
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We aspire to create a safe &
complete transportation system
that puts people first.
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The Anderson Metropolitan Planning Area
(MPA) is home to nearly 140,000 residents
who rely on transportation to access educa-
tion, jobs, healthcare, and activities. Roadways,
transit operations, and non-motorized infra-
structure must keep pace with ever-changing
conditions. The Metropolitan Transportation
Plan (MTP) serves as a routine assessment and
preparation of investments to keep the trans-
portation system functioning as it continues
to evolve. As the latest guiding document for
the Anderson MPA, 2050 inMotion updates
planning assumptions from new Census data,
revises forecasts, re-analyzes fiscal constraint,
and updates recommended actions.

The Anderson MPA is expected to transition
from stagnation to growth due largely to
its proximity to Indianapolis. However, that
growth is unlikely to be equally distributed
across the region. While the Pendleton, In-
galls, and Fortville areas are poised to see
nearly 20,000 additional people, Anderson,
Alexandria, Lapel, and Elwood are expected
to have only minor population increases and
the remaining small towns and rural areas are
expected to lose population. Transportation
system updates are necessary to address the
new challenges and opportunities created by
growth, while managing aging infrastructure

Table 0.01: Percent Change 2020-50
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in areas remaining stagnant or declining. 2050
inMotion analyzes the region’s current state of
transportation, anticipates what changes are
necessary for the next 25 years, and plans for
appropriate funding distributions.

The final 2050 inMotion actions are a result
of hundreds of hours of public engagement
and input collected over the last 7 years. The
initial process was directed by a 30-member
stakeholder committee and has since been re-
fined by the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC),
an open group of residents and interested
individuals, as well as the Technical Adviso-
ry Committee (TAC), a group of community
planners, engineers, economic development
professionals, and others with technical in-
sights. Through this engagement, the vision
and mission of 2050 inMotion was developed:

Mission - “We aspire to
create a safe and complete
transportation system that
puts people first.”

Vision - “Through 2050
inMotion, we aim to realize
a transportation system that
is efficient, effective, and
equitable.”

These guiding statements are supported by
79 specific actions, both short- and long-term,
to address the Anderson MPA's wide range of
challenges across four categories: Connect, Ed-
ucate, Move, and Protect. The Anderson MPO

Figure 0.01: Number of Actions by
Category and Type

O

® Protect ®Move @Connect ®@Educate

anticipates the availability of approximately
$93 million between 2026 and 2050 and an
expenditure of just over $92 million for the 79
actions. Of these actions, 65 are non-infrastruc-
ture policies, plans, and programs accounting
for approximately 29% of funding. 15 actions
are infrastructure projects that account for
the remaining 71% of funding. These actions
combine to improve system safety, reduce
emissions, increase carpool/transit/walk/bike
trips, increase job access, increase sidewalk
access, and improve average commute times
while mitigating a portion of increasing time
spent in congestion. Overall, the performance
of the 2050 inMotion actions bring the An-
derson MPA significantly closer to its desired
future.

MCCOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan | 3



&4 | MCCOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan



Introduction

The Anderson Metropolitan Planning Area
(MPA) is home to approximately 140,000 res-
idents and businesses that employ nearly
58,000 workers. People need a transportation
system that safely provides access to oppor-
tunities. Likewise, businesses and municipal
services rely on an efficiently functioning sys-
tem to keep the regional economy moving.
However, a system that is adequate now may
not be enough to support future needs. Road-
ways, transit operations, and non-motorized
infrastructure must be developed to adapt to
ever-changing conditions.

Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPQOs)
are each required to develop a Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP) to regularly assess
and plan for transportation system improve-
ments. An MTP is a framework for guiding
investment decisions in transportation at
the regional level, covering multiple local
governments.

Due largely to its proximity to Indianapolis,
the Anderson MPA has a unique mix of rural,
urban, and suburban communities. Updates
are necessary for keeping pace with changing
regional demands and creating a balanced
transportation system. This document will an-
alyze the current state of transportation in the
region, anticipate what improvements should
be prioritized through 2050, and plan for ap-
propriate funding distributions.

Chapter 1
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About MCCOG

MCCOG was founded in 1969 and functions as
both a Council of Governments (COG) and the
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPQO) for
the Anderson MPA, as recognized by the US
Department of Transportation. The purpose
of MCCOC is to foster cooperation, increase
coordination, and sustain continuous commu-
nication among residents as well as private,
public, and non-profit organizations across
the region.

As illustrated in Figure 1.01, the USDOT, in-
cluding the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration
(FTA), receives funding through the Federal
Highway Trust Fund and distributes it to State
Departments of Transportation. Approximately
half of the funding is then distributed to MPOs
annually.

As a recipient of federal funds, it is manda-
tory for MPOs to produce, at a minimum, a
two-year Unified Planning Work Program
(UPWP), four-year Transportation Improve-
ment Program (TIP), and 20-year Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP) which consider all
modes of transportation to facilitate the move-
ment of goods and people (23 CFR §450).

Mission

MCCOCG strives to develop a comprehensive
and integrated transportation system through
a balance of plans, programs, and policies. As
an MPO, the mission of MCCOG is to support
a multi-modal, regional transportation sys-
tem that ensures safety, preserves the natural
environment, and enhances the movement
of people and goods to improve community
livability.
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MCCOG

Madison County Council of Governments
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Policy Committee
Governing Body

TAC CAC

Technical Advisory Citizen Advisory
Committee: Assesses Committee: Facilitates
Programs Public Involvement

MCCOG Staff

Works with each of these
organizations

Organization

MCCOG functions as a regional planning
agency serving communities represented
within the Anderson MPA. As an MPO, MC-
COG also funds transportation projects that
impact the region within the Anderson Urban
Area. MCCOG works closely with the Indiana
Department of Transportation (INDOT) and
all communities within the MPA. Due to this
structure, MCCOG and INDOT must main-
tain a strong partnership to propel the region
forward.

MCCOG operates under the direction of
the Policy Committee and guidance of two
advisory committees, a Technical Adviso-
ry Committee (TAC) and a Citizen Advisory
Committee (CAC). Generally, each commit-
tee maintains some representation on various
steering committees for both regional and
localized planning efforts as part of their par-
ticipation responsibilities.

Policy Committee

MCCOC is governed by the Policy Committee,
composed of the principal elected officials and
chairpersons of each governmental jurisdic-
tion who maintains official membership with
the organization. Voting members pay annual
membership dues and are typically represent-
ed by elected or appointed local government
officials. Community and organizational in-
volvement are supported through several
non-voting membership positions. Non-vot-
ing members provide updated information to
help guide decision-making. For example, the
FHWA participates as a non-voting member to
offer insight on updates at the federal level and
creates a direct link for committee members
and MPO staff to address issues.
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Technical Advisory Committee

The TAC's primary purpose is to provide valu-
able assessments of MPO plans and programs
and to offer useful insight and expertise for
the MPO’'s decision-making process. The
TAC is comprised of engineers, planners, and
representatives from governmental units or
technical organizations. The TAC provides rec-
ommendations to the Policy Committee based
upon data collected, technical sufficiency,
research, local knowledge of community con-
cerns, various studies, and planning endeavors.
As a state partner, INDOT also maintains a seat
on the TAC to encourage communication and
provide technical expertise.

Citizen Advisory Committee

The CAC is the foundation for the public in-
volvement process of many MPO activities. It is
a volunteer group primarily consisting of rep-
resentatives from community organizations,
public agencies, and private agencies. The
committee assists in gathering public input
and informs planning processes by keeping
MPO staff appraised of current issues, future
community plans and projects, and addition-
al partnership opportunities throughout the
MPA.

MPO Council

In addition to MCCOG, there are 13 other MPOs
within the State of Indiana. The executive di-
rectors and/or the designees of all 14 MPOs
meet regularly as the Indiana MPO Council.
This body addresses federal and state legisla-
tive, policy, and procedural matters, as well as
other issues and concerns common among
their organizations. Even though each orga-
nization is formed differently with a variety of
roles in addition to required MPO activities,
the council attempts to operate together by
sharing advice, guidance, and information
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regarding policies, programs, and procedures
to collectively improve the 14 MPOs. The MPO
Council also focuses a significant amount of
effort on improving coordination between
INDOT, FHWA, FTA and the MPOs. This effort
includes aligning INDOT policies and proce-
dures with various needs of MPOs as well as
coordinating transportation planning efforts.

Planning Area

The Anderson MPO is part of the central Indi-
ana region including six MPOs and thirteen
counties (see Map 1.02). The Anderson urban
area is directly adjacent to the Indianapolis
urban area. The MTP study area includes the
MPA in its entirety with technical analysis
including Hamilton County, portions of north-
east Marion County, and a portion of Hancock
County north of I-70. Journey-to-work travel
patterns and residential out-migration from
the MPA supported the decision to include
these additional areas. The new boundaries
of the study area were included in the plan
to better understand regional influences and
updated land use changes.
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What is an MTP?

Formerly known as the Long-Range Trans-
portation Plan (LRTP), the MTP establishes
a cooperative, continuous, and comprehen-
sive framework for transportation investment
decision-making in metropolitan areas. This
process requires developing a planning
document with at least a 20-year planning
horizon from the date of adoption by the MPO
Policy Committee. The MTP must be a perfor-
mance-based, multi-modal, and coordinated
regional plan as outlined 23 CFR 8450.324. It
must cover all aspects of transportation from
a regional perspective including roadways,
public transportation, airports, walking, biking,
and freight.

MTP Management Procedure

The MTP is prepared and updated by MCCOG
at least every four years to meet air quality con-
formity requirements. It is developed through
a cooperative effort among government, busi-
ness, and organizational groups. It includes a
coordinated community outreach and pub-
lic involvement program to ensure it aligns
with public interests. Regular review allows
MPOs to evaluate the plan’s validity and con-
sistency with current transportation and land
use conditions, as well as respond to chang-
ing population and employment forecasts.
Updates include resetting “planning assump-
tions,” especially after a new decennial Census
is conducted. Planning assumptions include

expectations like changing financial projec-
tions, socio-economic trends, and shifting
travel behavior. Updates specifically consider
changes to these assumptions to ensure align-
ment with real-world considerations.

MPOs may revise the MTP at any time using
amendments to adjust the document with
new or expanded projects as well as change
funding allocations. Whenever an MTP amend-
ment or update is needed, public review and
demonstration of fiscal constraint are still
required. For all updates and amendments,
the MPO Policy Committee reviews, approves,
and adopts changes then submits the revised
document to at least INDOT, FHWA, FTA, EPA,
IDEM, tribes, and federal land management
agencies for review and comment.

Previous Plans

2045 inMotion was adopted in October 2020.
It incorporated public feedback gathered
through extensive engagement opportunities
with analytical tools and planning assump-
tions. The plan identified how transportation
facilities function as an integrated system to
support the people, places, and activities of the
Anderson MPA. 2045 inMotion also represent-
ed the first exploratory land use analysis effort
for MCCOG and a substantial overhaul to the
base assumptions guiding decision-making
for both the agency and region.

Code of Federal Regulations Title 23 §450.324.

"The transportation plan shall include both long-range and short-range
strategies/actions that provide for the development of an integrated

multimodal

transportation system (including accessible pedestrian

walkways and bicycle transportation facilities) to facilitate the safe and
efficient movement of people and goods in addressing current and
future transportation demand.”
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2050 inMotion was originally adopted in March
2022. This process, conducted shortly after
the initial 2045 inMotion process, focused on
extending the planning horizon an extra 5
years to 2050. Population and employment
projections, as well as financial forecasts, were
extended and additional input was gathered
on project prioritization. The extended horizon
allowed the Anderson MPO to align with the
Indianapolis MPO horizon and update cycle
to improve coordination.

2050 inMotion Update

This 2050 inMotion update makes the MTP
current through a comprehensive review and
builds on the work completed across multi-
ple planning efforts, further described below.
The update revises planning assumptions,
like incorporating the latest Census data and
modifying population and employment fore-
casts; incorporates new plans for bicycle and
pedestrian facilities, as well as safety; advances
financial analyses to update fiscal constraint;
and re-calculates performance impacts.

1. Where are we now?

3. How do we choose a path?

The document is presented to answer four
guestions as we work through the planning
process:

« Where are we now?
« Where do we want to be?
« How do we choose a path?

« How will we get there?

Chapters 1 and 2 set the context and review
regional trends to outline where we are now.
The planning assumptions throughout the
document are based on the regional trends
outlined in Chapter 2. Chapter 3 establishes
the direction for where we want to be as a
region, as defined through public input. Chap-
ters 4, 5, and 6 examine disruptive external
forces, describe future conditions, and inte-
grate project constraints to determine the
path to the desired vision. Finally, Chapter 7
establishes the framework of projects, pro-
grams, policies, and plans to move the region
to 2050.

2. Where do we want to be?

4. How will we get there?
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Related Plans & Programs

Long range planning occurs at the state, re-
gional, and local levels. Plans developed at
each level inform each other and work to-
gether to envision, prioritize, and implement
projects. MTPs are regional-level, vision-based
plans which are succeeded by project-orient-
ed TIPs. At the state level, similar functions
are filled by the State LRTP and State TIP. As
shown in the graphic, implementation done
at the local level is the result of this planning
process. Local plans, influenced by both state
and regional plans, may fulfill a wide range of
functions while delivering projects and policies
that ideally align with state and regional goals.
2050 inMotion is supported by and works with
several other plans and programs.

MTP Sub-Plans

Though not directly highlighted within the
graphic, both State LRTPs and Regional MTPs
are also supported by topical studies like
safety, bicycle, pedestrian, freight, or corridor
sub-plans. Between MTP update processes,

Related Plans

and Programs

SLRTP

v

v
v

v

STIP

Envision

SLRTP STIP - MPO TIP Local Plans

Devefop Priorotize Deve;‘op implement

MPOs conduct these sub-planning processes

to further investigate specific issues or loca-
tions. Since 2022, MCCOG has completed three
major efforts that are directly related to the
MTP: Protect 2030, Integrate 1-69, and the MPA
Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan.

Protect 2030

Protect 2030 is the first comprehensive safe-
ty action plan for the Anderson region and
establishes the direction for a continuous
transportation safety program. The process
included review of over 10,500 crashes over a
3-year period in the Anderson region. Protect

v

v

Figure 1.02: Related Plans and Programs
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2030 adopts a vision zero approach, aiming to
eliminate all fatal and serious injury crashes
and setting an initial goal to review by 2030.
Due to the overrepresentation of vulnerable
users, including pedestrians and cyclists, in
severe crashes, the plan designates vulnera-
ble users as an emphasis area. As the safety
program continues to evolve, planning for pe-
destrians and cyclists will be vital for improving
overall system safety.

Integrate 1-69 Corridor Study

The Integrate I-69 Corridor Study provides pro-
active and holistic planning measures for the
area adjacent to the Interstate 69 (I-69) corri-
dor from Exit 226 in Anderson to Exit 214 just
before the Madison County/Hamilton Coun-
ty line. The study area includes the interstate
right-of-way as well as a 1-mile offset which
includes the jurisdictions of INDOT, Madison
County, Anderson, Pendleton, Ingalls, and La-
pel. As part of the study, extensive work was
completed to understand the growth and land
use planning efforts of these jurisdictions. The
growth and land use discussions are integral
to informing updates to the MTP population
and employment forecasts.

Integrate 1-69 resulted in an interlocal agree-
ment Memorandum of Understanding (MoU),
an intergovernmental agreement MoU, and
recommended minimum standards to pro-
mote lasting LPA collaboration and establish
a cohesive sense of place for the corridor mov-
ing forward. The purpose of the minimum
standards is to establish common design re-
guirements and set ground rules within the
study area. The minimum standards cover
driveway and intersection spacing, building
design, plantings, signage, drainage, setbacks,
and other elements visible to the public that

enhance a community’s sense of place. Since
its adoption, four of the five governmental
units that participated have executed the in-
terlocal agreement MOU and integrated the
minimum standards into their ordinances.

Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan

The Anderson MPA Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan, adopted in 2024, overhauls our under-
standing and coordination on bicycle and
pedestrian facilities. It compiles a proposed
walk-bike network, based on the proposed fa-
cilities of every LPA, and identifies a selection of
key routes for improvement based on analysis
of the built environment, roadway conditions,
and current state of the network. Key anal-
ysis includes the bicycle level of stress, road
right-sizing tool, and sidewalk gap analysis.
Additionally, it plans for the expansion and
ongoing maintenance of additional data on
the provision of bicycle and pedestrian infra-
structure. Key goals include the addition of
bicycle and pedestrian aspects to the MPO'’s
Model Inventory of Roadway Elements (MIRE)
database, the use of ADA planning to encour-
age installation of infrastructure, and support
for adoption of vulnerable road user policies
and complete streets policies.

Sidepath
Multi-Use Trai

Signed Shared Roadway

Protected Bicycle Lane 12.48
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MPO Core Plans

As noted earlier in Figure 1.01, MPOs are re-
quired to produce at least three core products:
MTP, TIP, and UPWP. In general, these three
documents work together to guide MPO
investments in both infrastructure and non-in-
frastructure activities.

Transportation Improvement Program

The TIP is a document defining a four-year,
multi-stage program of transportation im-
provements including transit, multi-modal,
bicycle & pedestrian, air quality, and roadway
projects. The TIP includes all planning, cap-
ital, and non-capital surface transportation
projects within the boundaries of the MPA pro-
posed for funding. The MCCOG TIP includes an
illustrative 5t year to improve alignment with
the Indiana STIP and represents the first five
years of the MTP fiscally-constrained project
list.

The document is a coordinated effort by the
Anderson MPO and communities located
within the MPA to program transportation-re-
lated improvements in a comprehensive and
systematic framework. The TIP must be up-
dated at least every two years and is approved
by the MPO Policy Committee, FHWA, FTA,
INDOT, and the governor. Together, the TIP
and MTP represent the short- and long-term
project plans for an MPO. Project and financial
assumptions must be consistent between the
two documents, and both are reviewed for air
quality conformity simultaneously.

Unified Planning Work Program

Like the TIP, the UPWP is a short-range docu-
ment that must align with the MTP. The UPWP
is a two-year program of federally funded plan-
ning activities, studies, and tasks for the MPO.
It essentially serves as the MPO'’s business plan
by establishing the budget and focus areas for
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MPO staff over the two-year planning horizon.
The UPWRP is updated annually to monitor
progress toward individual planning activities
and budget expenditures. In addition to align-
ing with the MTP, the UPWP must account for
shifting local, state, and national goals.

State Plans

MCCOG works closely with several Indiana
state agencies / departments and monitors
planning efforts to understand statewide
goals. While numerous studies and plans are
relevant to MTP development, three are es-
pecially important: the INDOT Long-Range
Transportation Plan, State Transportation
Improvement Program, and State Imple-
mentation Plan. These three documents set
statewide policies, track transportation proj-
ects, and ensure air quality compliance.

SLRTP

The 2045 INDOT LRTP is a broad-based pol-
icy document developed by INDOT used to
guide the development of Indiana'’s transpor-
tation system. The plan identifies existing and
emerging transportation challenges, defines
what is needed over the 20-year planning
horizon, establishes funding priorities for
needed improvements, and maps a course
for meeting Indiana’s transportation vision. It
is important to note that the INDOT LRTP is
not project-specific; instead, it identifies invest-
ment priorities based on current and projected
funding as well as transportation needs over
a period of 20 years.

STIP

The State Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP) identifies the funding and
scheduling of transportation projects and pro-
grams over the course of five state fiscal years
(July 1 through June 30). The STIP includes
projects on state-maintained facilities such



as interstates, interchanges, US routes, and
state roads, as well as any federally funded or
regionally significant projects awarded direct-
ly to Local Public Agencies (LPAs), which are
usually local government entities not located
within MPO urban areas. Finally, the STIP is
prepared in cooperation with all 14 MPOs in
Indiana, since it includes each MPO TIP project
list in its entirety.

SIP

The State Implementation Plan (SIP) is re-
quired under Section 110 of the Clean Air Act.
A SIP details how the state plans to limit air
pollution from industrial, mobile, and any oth-
er source of pollution to protect human health
and the environment. The plan typically de-
fines a program for monitoring air pollutants,
explores reduction strategies, and evaluates
program success. In Indiana, the SIP is main-
tained by the Department of Environmental
Management (IDEM). MTPs must conform to
the SIP by ensuring alignment with statewide
air quality goals.

Local Plans

Communities have their own plans to guide
future growth and prioritize projects for imple-
mentation. These may include comprehensive
plans, park & recreation master plans, strategic
economic development plans, downtown re-
vitalization plans, capital improvement plans,
thoroughfare plans, and more. There are too
many local plans relevant to 2050 inMotion to
describe each, but MCCOG attempts to stay
updated on local planning efforts and to re-
view documents when they are available.

It is also important to note that, general-
ly, regional- and state-level planning efforts
struggle to gather public input. While local
plans may face similar challenges, they are

generally more accessible for residents and,
typically, generate more interest. MPO-in-
volvement and understanding of local plans,
therefore, can help fill gaps in public outreach
and improve coordination between regional
and local goals. 2050 inMotion was developed
to align with LPA planning efforts and ensure
consistency to promote regional and local
mobility. Numerous plans were reviewed and
MCCOG staff actively engaged in many local
planning processes
with findings incor-
porated into 2050
inMotion.
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Regional Overview

The Anderson MPA is located at the north-
eastern edge of the Indianapolis metropolitan
region and has a unique mixture of suburban,
urban, and rural communities with popu-
lations ranging from less than 500 to over
54,000. Though the region developed around
the city of Anderson, it is increasingly tied to
the expanding Indianapolis metropolitan re-
gion. As these two regions meld together, it
will become increasingly important to identify
opportunities for cooperation and take steps to
preserve the Anderson MPA’s unique identity.

Chapter 2
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People, Places,
Activities, & Systems
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To better understand the region, 2050 inMo-
tion looks at people, places, the activities that
attract people to places, the transportation
system that connects them, and the complex
relationship between each. There are three

distinct subregions within the Anderson MPA
referenced throughout this document:

Summitville

» North - This region has primarily a ru-
ral culture and context. It includes the
municipalities of Alexandria, Elwood, 3
Frankton, Summitville, and Orestes. "y Sxandri

Population loss has occurred as resi- |

dents migrate to larger urban areas, P /A

as seen in many rural areas in Indiana.

il
b]_>i
5
L),
=
[

« Central-East - This is the most urban of
the subregions. It includes the mu-
nicipalities of Anderson, Edgewood,
Markleville, Chesterfield, and Daleville.
The region continues efforts to revital-
ize its economy after a massive loss of
investment associated with the auto-
mobile industry.

« Southwest - The southwest is a combina-
tion of rural and suburban development.
It includes the municipalities of Fort-
ville, Ingalls, Lapel, and Pendleton. It
has seen increasing growth pressure
as the Indianapolis metropolitan area
continues to sprawl outward.

471 mi?

Total Metropolitan
Planning Area

109 mi?

Total Urban Area

138,074

Total Population ' £y %

Figure 2.01: Study Area
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Transportation System

The transportation system is a combination
of components that support the movement
of people and exchange of goods. It includes
highways, local roads, sidewalks, bike lanes,
trails, railroads, airports, and transit. It is im-
portant to inventory existing assets and assess
their current performance to consider how to
address future demands on the system.

Roadway Network

The Anderson MPA contains over 1,800 miles
of roadway, 240 miles of which is owned and
maintained by INDOT. As noted in the chart
and map, these are categorized by functional
classification—a system separating roadways
based on design considerations like speed,
capacity, and access to adjacent land. The

Functional Classification System established
by the FHWA includes seven designations:
« Principal Arterial - Interstate

o Principal Arterial - Other Freeways or
Expressways

« Principal Arterial - Other
« Minor Arterial

» Major Collector

« Minor Collector

¢ Local

Transit Systems

There are three transit systems within the An-
derson MPA: City of Anderson Transit System
(CATS), Transportation for Rural Areas of Mad-
ison County (TRAM), and Hancock Area Rural
Transit (HART).

Major
Minor __—~"Collector
Arterial —_
6.6%
Other
Principal — )
Arterial “\ Minor

Collector

\

/ Functionally
Local Roads Classified
Roads

Interstate

Figure 2.02: Total Road Mileage by Functional Class
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Map 2.01: Roads by Functional Class
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CATS strictly operates within the City of Ander-
son and includes a fixed-route system of seven
routes originating from the Anderson Transit
Terminal in downtown Anderson, as well as
a demand-response service called Nifty Lift.

The TRAM system is the Madison County rural,
demand-response service for communities
outside of Anderson. All trips within the coun-
ty are eligible, except those originating and
ending within the City of Anderson, since ser-
vice is provided by CATS. Similarly, Hancock
County Senior Services operates a rural de-
mand-response system called Hancock Area
Rural Transit (HART).

There are wider regional bus connections
as well. A neighboring rural transit system,
the Hamilton County Express, provides con-
nections from the Madison County line into
Hamilton County. Miller Trailways is a region-
al extension of the national Greyhound Bus
Service offering a route between Muncie and

Map 2.02: CATS Routes and Stops

Indianapolis with connections in Anderson,
Pendleton, and Fortville.

Bicycle & Pedestrian Facilities
Nonmotorized trips (trips taken without a car)
are supported by a combination of sidewalks,
multi-use paths, trails, and bike lanes. There
are approximately 426 miles of sidewalk and 23
miles of multi-use paths and trails within the
Anderson MPA. Anderson also has 2.3 miles
of bicycle lanes located on 8th Street and Co-
lumbus Avenue.

Along with the designated bicycle lanes,
there is an on-road bicycle system known as
Heartland Bikeways consisting of seven routes
located on low-volume roadways. The bike-
ways connect communities throughout the
Anderson MPA and span approximately 147
miles.

There are also five regional trail systems offer-
ing connections from the Anderson MPA to

@ ‘
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Map 2.03: Pedestrian and Bike Infrastructure
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other areas of the state including Indianapolis,
Hamilton County, and Delaware County. These
trail systems include the Cardinal Greenway,
Monon Trail, Midland Trace, White River Green-
way, and Pennsy Trail. The Cardinal Greenway
represents an especially significant opportu-
nity for connection to the American Discovery
Trail that spans from California to Washington,
D.C.

Railroad Corridors & Facilities

The rail system within the Anderson MPA in-
cludes 93.88 miles of track and is operated
by three railroads: CSX, Norfolk-Southern, and
Central Indiana & Western (CEIW). CSX owns
the Indianapolis-Cleveland line formerly oper-
ated by Conrail. This rail line connects Fortville,
Ingalls, Pendleton, Chesterfield, and Daleville.
In addition to the line, CSX operates a transfer
and maintenance facility on the south side of
Anderson. Norfolk-Southern owns the East-
West line through northern Madison County
serving businesses in Alexandria, Elwood, and
Orestes. The CEIW Railroad is a shortline switch
and terminal for grain elevators near Emporia,
Frankton, and Lapel. All three railroads include
connections through the City of Anderson.

Air Service

The Anderson MPA is primarily served by
the Anderson Municipal Airport located be-
tween the Town of Chesterfield and the City
of Anderson along the White River. This is a
commercially rated airport handling a consid-
erable amount of traffic each year. The airport
averages 53 flights per day with just under 100
aircraft based there.

The Anderson facility provides local and nation-
al freight services. However, the Indianapolis
International Airport, approximately a one-
hour drive from downtown Anderson west of
I-465 and north of |-70, provides commercial
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passenger service to state, national, and inter-
national airports. In addition, two other smaller
airports serve the broader region: the India-
napolis Regional Airport and the Indianapolis
Metropolitan Airport. The Indianapolis Re-
gional Airport, also known as Mount Comfort
Airport, is located 15 minutes south of down-
town Fortville. The Indianapolis Metropolitan
Airport is located 0.8 miles west of 1-69 near
Allisonville Road.

There is also one public use airport in Alexan-
dria, and four small private airports located
near Frankton, Pendleton, and Fortville that
primarily serve local recreational pilots.

Bridges

Bridge maintenance is a running concern in
transportation system preservation. According
to the 2025 National Bridge Inventory, which
is a part of the USDOT/ Bureau of Transporta-
tion Statistics National Transportation Atlas
Database, there are several bridges in the
MPA which are rated as being in poor con-
dition, These include: the SR9 bridge over
Mud Creek north of Alexandria; South M St
bridge over Litte Duck Creek and the North
C St bridge over Big Duck Creek in Elwood;
SR13 over Fall Creek outside of Fortville; the
abandoned railroad bridges on 1-69 between
Exits 226 and 232; Atlantic ave/CR S 1000W over
Stony Creek near Lapel; Atlantic Rd over Thor-
pe Creek in Ingalls; CR N 300W bridge over
Lilly Creek near Orestes; W 200N over Indian
Creek, Old CR 600S over Fall Creek, and New
Columbus Avenue over Sugar Run outside of
Anderson. Bridges, particularly those serving
high volume corridors such as 1-69 and SR 13,
are critical infrastructure assets. Dysfunction
in these facilities can have significant impacts
on public safety and security by compromising
incident response and emergency evacuation
plans.



Map 2.04: Bridge Condition
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ITS Infrastructure

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) are
intended to increase system efficiency and
enhance mobility and security. ITS refers to
a wide range of technological methods that
communicate information to transportation
system users. Traditionally, this referred to in-
frastructure such as dynamic message signs
and traffic route diversions. However, ITS has
quickly evolved as cell phones, Global Posi-
tioning Systems (GPS) devices, and individual
vehicles have become more interconnected
and automated. Future ITS will likely develop
around communication to individual vehicles
and incorporation of live data. Intelligent traffic
sighal control systems, for example, update
traffic signal timing based on the number of
vehicles going through an intersection or trav-
eling along a corridor in real-time.

Edge\'rvood =

ITS Infrastructure is limited across the Ander-
son MPA but has been installed along two
important corridors: I-69 and Dr. Martin Luther
King, Jr. Boulevard (MLK) in Anderson. INDOT
has installed three dynamic message signs at
critical points along the 1-69 corridor to provide
travel times, weather/construction/crash warn-
ings, and additional messaging for statewide
emergencies like amber alerts. Along MLK, the
City of Anderson has installed a combination of
static and dynamic signage to alert and redi-
rect traffic when the road is blocked by a train
at the railroad crossing between 25th and 38th
Streets. Traffic is redirected from MLK to Mad-
ison Avenue, which is grade separated from
the railroad. The signage helps avoid delays as
well as the unnecessary idling of car engines
that contribute to air quality issues.
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At its core, the transportation system exists
to connect people to places, activities, and to
each other. Since no two people face the ex-
act same circumstances, each person’s travel
choices can vary depending on limitless char-
acteristics. However, socioeconomic trends
and patterns in population change provide
insight on local needs so that transportation
investments can be prioritized accordingly.

Population Change

Anderson MPA includes approximately 138,074
people in 55,809 households. Population
change has a direct relationship with travel
demands and more specifically, the number
of trips occurring within the transportation
system. More people equal more trips and
increased travel demands. Past population
trends indicate the likely amount and direction

of future population change, so population
trends are a predictor of future travel demand.

Between 1990 and 2020, the overall population
growth rate was just over 0.4%, or an estimat-
ed 0.01% annually. This value is exceptionally
low compared to the rest of the nine-county
central Indiana region where all other counties
saw overall annualized growth rates between
1% and 2% during the same period. However,
population changes vary significantly between
each of the MPA's three subregions.

Generally, population growth correlates to the
proximity of a subregion to the City of India-
napolis: the further away from Indianapolis,
the greater the population loss. While the MPA
overall lost nearly 1,900 people from 2000 to
2020, the Southwest subregion gained over
6,800 people. Meaning, the North and Cen-
tral-East subregions lost a combined 8,700

Map 2.06: MPA Proximity to Indianapolis
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people. As the other two regions experienced
population loss, the Southwest subregion Pyramid Shapes

has grown to represent a larger share of the
MPA population with its modest gains. Even
though the region only contained 18% of the

MPA's population in 2000, by 2020 it account-
ed for over 23%.

young population/high

growth

Population pyramids, also known as age-gen-
der pyramids, plot the population by age
group and gender to illustrate average age.
Using a population pyramid, the average age
of the Anderson MPA is estimated to be 40.6
years old. The average age of the nine-county
central Indiana region is 37.6, the State of Indi-
ana is 38.9, and the United States is 39.5. Thus,
the population of the Anderson MPA is older
by comparison.

old population/

population loss

balanced ages/stagnant

growth

B Male ®Female

85 over 1,751
80to 84 1621 | 1,685 |
75t0 79 1,989 | 2,764

70to 74 3,501 | 3,947

65 o 69 o e
601064 aws | amr

w 45t0 49 4,466 | 4,284
Q

251029

5t09 4,274 | 3,678
Under 5 I E

POPULATION

source: ACS 2024 5-yecr Figure 2.03: MPA Total Population by Age and Sex
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In addition to age, the shape of a popula-
tion pyramid indicates expected population

growth patterns. There is a relatively flat distri- N:ﬁ
bution for the Anderson MPA, meaning there 80 to 84 T
is a staghant population growth trend corrob- 70 to 74 ____
orating the population growth trend identified 6010 64 ]
I
previously. There are slight differences in the I
. . 50 to 54 I B
growth trends of each subregion according to I
' . ' e 40to 44 ]
their specific population pyramids: e —
30to 34 I
I
20to0 24 ]
North I
10to 14 I
* Average Age - 40.8 ’ ———m
Under 5 [ |

o Population Pyramid - larger for
older ages, indicating a loss of

population historically that could [ ]
. . . . . 80 to 84 ]
continue without in-migration. 0 e
70to 74 I
I
60 to 64 I B
I
50to 54 I
I .
Central-East 40t044 e
. - ]
Average Age - 41.3 201034
. ' d— mimi S —
Population Pyramid - mimics the 50t0 24 e
larger region with a relatively flat I
- . e 10to 14 I
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[ [ ]
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1]
Southwest 70to 74 I
_ I
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. . I .
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I
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Figure 2.04: Subregion Population by Age and Sex Source: ACS 2024 5-year

MCCOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan | 29



Underserved Populations

2050 inMotion examines racial minority, low-in-
come, and disabled populations as typically
underrepresented groups. Each of these cat-
egories represent groups that have been
historically overlooked and face challenges in
accessing opportunities.

Minority Populations

Although it does not typically play a role in
travel choice, the geographic distribution of
minority populations is relevant to the plan-
ning process. Understanding if there is a
concentration of minority populations within
a specific geographical area helps direct pub-
lic outreach efforts in those areas to ensure
a balance of input. About 16.8% of the MPA’s
non-institutionalized population is considered
an ethnic or cultural minority. Anderson has
the most diverse population, and the greatest
concentration of ethnic or cultural minorities in
the MPA (approximately 55%) is found south-
west of downtown. Targeted engagement
activities in this area help ensure that minori-
ty communities are included in the planning
process.

Poverty Level

Poverty is defined as the condition of lacking
financial resources and essentials to maintain
a minimum standard of living. The US govern-
ment establishes a threshold of household
income, or poverty level, determined by the
cost of living by location and household size.
Even though it does not provide a complete
picture of a minimum standard of living or
what conditions are realized for those near
this threshold, poverty level is a way to begin

30 | MCCOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan

examining whether a transportation system
supports all income levels.

12.6% of households in the MPA are below
the poverty level. There are concentrations
of poverty in Northern Elwood and through-
out downtown Anderson, with the highest
concentrations southeast of Anderson’s down-
town core. This area is estimated to have over
36% of households living in poverty.

Persons with Disabilities

According to the US Census Bureau, approx-
imately 20.9% of the non-institutionalized
population is disabled. The census defines
disability status based on serious difficulties
in any of four areas of basic function, as well
as two activity categories:

e Functions

« Hearing

« Vision

« Cognition

« Ambulation

e Activities

o Self-Care
* Independent living

Thirteen census tracts in the MPA have a pop-
ulation where more than 25% of people have
a disability. These six represent much of the
residential area of Anderson and northern
Elwood. The northernmost tract in the MPA,
which encompasses Summitville, is included
as well. The census tract containing Ingalls
has the lowest percentage of people with a
disability at 9.2% of its population.
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Source: ACS 2024 5-year
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Health

According to the Center for Disease Control
(CDC) in 2024, Indiana was ranked 6th in the
nation as the most obese state, and this rank-
ing continues to be a significant concern for
public health and planning officials. In a state
with poor health rankings, the Anderson re-
gion ranks among the worst. The connection
between chronic health diseases, such as hy-
pertension and diabetes, and obesity levels
is well documented. Since the built environ-
ment plays a major role in physical activity and
access to services, MCCOG developed a Health
Impact Assessment (HIA) that takes a detailed
look at community health and recommends
strategies for improvement.

Health trends

The MCCOG HIA uses data from the CDC and
Robert Wood Johnson Foundation (RWJF)
County Health Rankings, while the MTP uses
data from the CDC and Indiana Health First
to gain insight on three interrelated health
measures: hypertension, obesity, and diabetes.

Compared to the other eight counties of the
Indianapolis Metropolitan Region, Madison
County consistently ranks the worst across
all three measures*’. While Delaware and
Hancock Counties generally rank better than
Madison County, they still show opportunity
for improvement.

Health Vulnerability Index

Health data is generally not available at small-
er geographies than the county level, so it is
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difficult to identify health trends at a smaller,
local scale. The MCCOG HIA included the devel-
opment of a simple Health Vulnerability Index
(HVI) to identify areas that are likely to have
greater health issues within the MPA. The HVI
combines six census tract characteristics that
have been tied to health through research:

« Age - Percent of the population 60
years and older

« Minority Status - Percent of the popu-
lation racial or ethnic minority

« Poverty Status - Percent of the popu-
lation below the poverty level

« SNAP Benefits - Percent of households
receiving SNAP benefits

« Vehicle Availability - Percent of house-
holds without a vehicle

« Insurance Availability - Percent of the
population without insurance

Age, minority status, and poverty status are the
most prevalent in research and are weighted
higher than the other three characteristics as
part of the HVI. The latter three characteristics
were included to add sensitivity for measures
of access to nutritional food, transportation,
and healthcare.

The HVI illustrates areas of higher vulnerability
throughout the City of Anderson and com-
munities in the North subregion. The results
especially highlight the south and west sides
of the downtown Anderson area.



Source: 2021 Indiana Health

Figure 2.05: Health Trends - Hypertension First & CDC
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Figure 2.06: Health Trends - Obesity >/ i us it
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Walk Access Tool

In addition to the HVI, the MCCOG HIA uses a
Walk Access Tool to illustrate the level of walk
access to certain destinations across the MPA.
The tool uses a network-based approach in-
cluding sidewalk and trail infrastructure to
determine the amount of population and jobs
within set walk times from one of six destina-
tion types:

« Parks

» Bus stops

« Grocery and food stores
« Schools

« Medical services

« Government services

Based off the Walk Access Tool results, parks
had the highest level of walk accessibility and
primary care facilities had the lowest. Howev-
er, overall, the analysis revealed low levels of
accessibility for five out of the six Destination
Types in relation to the estimated population.
Three of these destination types are especially
emblematic of the effect that transportation
can have on health: grocery and food stores,
medical services, and parks. In the future, the
walk access tool may include other destina-
tions like pharmacies or major employers.

Overlaying the results of the walk access tool
with the HVI identifies locations with the
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greatest potential for positive impacts on
health through built environment improve-
ments, such as adding sidewalk infrastructure.
Only 10% of the MPA is within a 10-minute walk
of a grocery store, and a significant gap is evi-
dent on the west side of Anderson’s downtown
area--one of the most vulnerable populations
identified in the HVI. Access to medical facil-
ities is especially important for the elderly, a
population with higher representation in the
North subregion. Since only 7% of the MPA
population is within a 10-minute walk of a
health care provider, the North subregion il-
lustrates a gap in connectivity to vital services.
Finally, while the MPA offers many parks and
open spaces, only 16% of the population is
within a 10-minute walk of these amenities.
This presents a significant barrier to physical
activity levels.

The HVI and Walk Access Tool give insight
into the MPA's state of health by highlighting
potentially sensitive or underserved areas of
the community. The HVI reveals which parts
of the region have the highest proportion of
health-vulnerable people, while the Walk Ac-
cess Tool shows areas where limited access
to services hampers public health. Where
the two overlap indicates locations that are
most likely to continue struggling with hy-
pertension, obesity, and diabetes; however,
these locations may also benefit the most from
infrastructure investment.
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Map 2.11: Health Vulnerability and Grocery Walk Access in Anderson
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These maps depict health vulnerability around the MPA. The most intense red represents the most vulnerable areas. Walk access to
grocery stores is overlaid in the example above, showing the area within a 5 minute, 10 minute, and 20 minute walk to a grocery store.
The table of results below shows what percentage of the population is covered within this area. More information on the walk study

and HVI method can be found in the appendix.

Table 2.01: Summary of Walk Access Study Results Setifeariieceedy
% of Population % of Employment

Destination Type 5-minute 10-minute 20-minute 5-minute 10-minute 20-minute

Parks 6.4 16.4 30.0 12.7 24 36.9
Grocery & Food Stores 3.4 9.7 23.0 35 153 30.1
Bus Stops 6.8 13.7 19.9 13.1 223 279
Primary Care Facilities 25 7.3 15.3 51 4.4 235
Schools 2.5 9.7 21.0 4.2 16.4 28.2
Government Services 3.8 10.5 24.2 .4 18.6 33.3
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Figure 2.08: Fatal Crashes per 100mVMT
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Figure 2.09: Serious Injury Crashes per 100mVMT Source: ARIES Indiana
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Crash Severity Ratings - KABCO

The KABCO injury scale categorizes crashes by severity for use in crash

intensity and cost analyses. KABCO ratings can be used to weight crash
densities by severity to identify locations where there are not only high
numbers of crashes, but concentrations of more severe crashes.

K crash occurred.

Fatal Injury: any injury that results in death within a 30-day period after the

Incapacitating Injury: a non-fatal injury that prevents the injured person
from walking, driving, or normally continuing they were capable of before
the injury. Hospitalization is usually required.

Non-incapacitating Injury: an injury, other than fatal or incapacitating, which
is evident to the officer at the scene. Hospitalization is not usually required.

Possible Injury: any injury reported or claimed which is not visible.

O 0o w >

-

No Injury: no injury reported or claimed. Property damage only.

Safety

Safety is an important consideration when re-
viewing community health and the role of the
transportation system. Safety is evaluated by
using five measures:

« Number of fatalities

« Fatalities per 100 million vehicle miles
traveled

« Number of serious injuries (KABCO A
level)

« Serious injuries per 100 million vehicle
miles traveled

« Number of non-motorized fatalities and
serious injuries.

Rolling five-year crash statistics were calcu-
lated to compare the Anderson MPA with the
State of Indiana. A rolling five-year average
limits year to year variations from the random
nature of crashes to provide a clear trend.
Between 2019 and 2022, the Anderson MPA
consistently increased in its number and rate
of fatalities. Indiana’s rate of fatalities remained

around 1.00 in the same time period and the
number of fatalities has increased.

At first glance, the number and rate of serious
injuries remained around 28 from 2015-2019 to
2018-2022. Although due to a KABCO definition
change in 2015, but there is no way to re-ana-
lyze the crash records because the definition
change directly modified the reporting. The
definition change was reversed in 2017 and
changed again in 2022. An updated compari-
son for serious injury crashes is not meaningful
until the 2015, 2016, and 2022 data is no longer
used. Rate of serious injuries does decrease
after 2018-2022.

In 2020, despite a reduction in vehicular travel
due to COVID-19, fatalities increased. In 2021
the increase in fatalities continued, though the
fatality rate dropped slightly as travel returned.
The Anderson MPA & Indiana mirror national
trends, with similar stabilization and a spike
in 2020 and 2021.
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Places

The Anderson MPA consists of 3 cities, 12 towns,
and 24 unincorporated communities. Each
one includes a variety of places with their
own unique characteristics that attract peo-
ple and generate activity. Understanding the
relationships between various places with-
in a transportation system is key to future
decision-making.

Specific places can be grouped into Place
Types. Each type exhibits similar traits, and
this helps explain the role they play in the MPA.
For 2050 inMotion, types were identified for
further review based on the following unique
characteristics:

« Accessibility

« Character

« Activity Diversity
« Walkability

« Natural Areas

Place Overview
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Abbreviation
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To simplify comparison, characteristics
of each place are summarized with an
overview graphic. The overview graphic
for each characteristic illustrates how
the specific place generally scores on
a scale of low, medium, and high with
two bars per ranking. In other words, a
place with incredibly high accessibility
will have a complete circle for AC.
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Accessibility

When identifying places, accessibility refers
to the ease of reaching and interacting with
destinations. Both the destination type and
the measure of ease or cost can be defined in
various ways; however, the higher the number
of destinations that can be reached with as
little cost as possible results in a higher level
of accessibility. Estimated driving times were
assessed to measure accessibilities to employ-
ment, retail, and general activities.

Character

The character of a place can be defined in
various ways, but here it is the urban-rural
classification as determined by economic
intensity. Rural, suburban, mixed urban, and
central business district areas support differ-
ent travel behaviors, personal interactions,
and activity levels. 2050 inMotion examines
the concentration of employment and house-
hold population while identifying the natural
breaking points to determine the urban-rural
character of each area within the MPA.

Activity Diversity

Places attract more activity where there
is @ mix of opportunities for people to eat,
live, work, and play. By identifying both the
availability and the likelihood of interaction
between nearby housing, general employers,
and retail or service employers, the diversity
of activities can be measured. The proximi-
ty of diverse activity types encourages short
non-motorized trips, which in turn reduces
the pressure on the roadway network. These
non-motorized connections include sidewalks,
trails, and bike lanes.



Walkability

Places are built for people, and the simplest
way for people to move is by walking. Walk-
ability, the measure of how friendly an area
is to walk, is an important aspect in defining
“place.” Walkability can be defined by re-
viewing population densities, employment
densities, the balance of jobs and housing, the
availability/comfort of pedestrian facilities, and
the number of people, households, and busi-
nesses within walking distance of each other.

Natural Areas

Nature is consistently identified as an es-
sential element in creating and sustaining
places. Nature contributes to social cohesion,
thriving people, thriving neighborhoods, and
thriving communities, which is illustrated
through the popularity of parks, greenways,
and waterfronts.

Examining each of these aspects both individ-
ually and holistically helps define the types of
places that attract people and generate activ-
ities across the MPA. For 2050 inMotion, five
specific place types were identified:

« Downtown Areas
« Corridors

» Neighborhoods

» Interchanges

« Attractions

These were identified for further review to un-
derstand their locations, connections to other
places, and the activities each one supports.
Examples of specific places within the Ander-
son MPA illustrate the variation in place types
and associated issues.

Downtown Areas

Typically, the commercial, cultural, and histor-
ic core of a community is its downtown area.
Downtown areas represent the central location
of activity, and in most cases are considered
the Central Business District (CBD). Downtown
areas are often the most walkable and include
more live-work buildings, mixed-use struc-
tures, and governmental/community service
offices.

NN
v ANV A,
YA
\VE)"NA

Downtown Anderson consists of approximate-
ly 50 blocks in the city’s core, roughly bordered
by the White River along the north and east,
the CSX railroad to the south, and Brown-Dela-
ware Street to the west. Portions of downtown
Anderson and its adjacent areas are included
in three historic districts listed on the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP), which are
evidence of the historic character that remains
today. These include the Anderson Downtown
Historic District, West 8th Street Historic Dis-
trict, and the West Central Historic District.

Following traditional downtown develop-
ment, the street grid was designed with
relatively consistent block sizes and sidewalks
throughout. Anderson was one of the larg-
est manufacturing employment centers in
the State of Indiana, so the roadway network
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Map 2.12: Places in the MPA
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evolved to support it. The roadway network
was designed with sets of wide, multi-lane
one-way paired streets to serve high traffic
volumes during shift changes. However, with
the decline of the manufacturing industry,
these one-way pairs are now too wide for the
existing levels of traffic and are confusing to
visitors.

Although there are still a variety of employers
in downtown Anderson, they largely consist of
governmental and community services. Nearly
6% of the Anderson MPA's employed workforce
works in downtown. Downtown is relatively
active during the day since the employment
density is over 10 times the average. However,
the area has little activity in the evenings due
to several factors: the limited number of busi-
nesses open after 5 pm, the limited population
living downtown, and the perception that the
area is unsafe.
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For the first five years of Madison County’s
formation, the Town of Pendleton served as
the county seat and the epicenter of activity.
Although the county seat moved to Anderson
in 1828, Pendleton has continued to grow. In
1991, the Town of Pendleton became the sec-
ond community in the State of Indiana to have
the entirety of its early boundaries entered
onto the NRHP.

Downtown Pendleton benefits from its prox-
imity to Fall Creek, a tributary of the White
River, and Falls Park, a 284-acre public park.
Like downtown Anderson, downtown Pendle-
ton serves as the economic and social center
for the town by supporting almost 1% of An-
derson MPA's population and nearly 2% of the
Anderson MPA’'s employed workforce. It was
also built using a gridded street system with an
extensive sidewalk network that supports both
motorized and non-motorized transportation.

Like many small towns in Indiana, downtown
Pendleton is located at the intersection of two
major roadways, and one of them connects
directly to the interstate as well as supports
significant commuter traffic. State Street, the
Pendleton-controlled portion of SR-38, can
experience significant levels of congestion
during peak periods. As the only east-west
connection through Pendleton, it links the
town to both I-69 and the Noblesville area.
As the town continues to experience growth
pressure from the Indianapolis region, local
traffic issues are expected to worsen.

Fortville

(AN oM ap)
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The Town of Fortville was built on a shifted
street grid because it was originally located
along the CSX rail line parallel to US-36. The
downtown is split by the railroad, terminates
at US-36, and consists of numerous restau-
rants, offices, and boutique shops. In addition
to commercial activity, downtown Fortville is
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home to nearly 1.5% of Anderson MPA's pop-
ulation and nearly 2% of the Anderson MPA's
employed workforce.

Main / Maple Street links downtown Fortville
to the cities of Fishers and Greenfield, while
US-36 / SR-67 connects it to Indianapolis and
Anderson. However, US-36 represents a major
barrier to pedestrian connectivity between
downtown and the neighborhoods to the
south. The four-lane highway has limited sig-
nalized intersections and operates at speeds
above 30 mph, which are dangerous condi-
tions for non-motorized traffic.

Neighborhoods

Neighborhoods are areas where people live
and interact with one another. Defining exact
boundaries of a neighborhood is often difficult
unless it is delineated by a specific subdivision
or development. However, neighborhoods are
typically developed organically over time by
those who live there and by the corporation
limits of an elementary school, a central gath-
ering place, or a specific employment center.
They may have unique identities or a distinct
sense of place, for example a historic neigh-
borhood or ethnic community.
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West Anderson includes over 4.5% of the pop-
ulation and 4% of the employed workforce. The
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neighborhood was one of the first areas that
developed adjacent to the downtown Ander-
son and includes portions of the West Central
and 8th Street Historic Districts. In addition,
this area includes the site of the original Ander-
son High School built in 1873 and its successor.
In 2018, the neighborhood was redefined and
reorganized as the “Sweet 16 Neighborhood”
through a neighborhood planning process
that resulted in the Sweet 16 Quality of Life
Plan guided by the following vision statement:

“Anderson’s Sweet 16 neighborhood is a
community of choice for people of all ages...
Bike and walking paths encourage residents
to enjoy the area parks, and residents and
visitors feel safe and enjoy the neighborly

atmosphere.”

The Sweet 16 Quality of Life Plan outlined
three transportation and infrastructure goals
along with numerous action items to im-
prove access and movement throughout the
neighborhood. The goals focus on infrastruc-
ture improvements for transit, bicycles, and
pedestrians that ensure safe connections for
residents to jobs, services, and each other.
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Anderson University is a private Christian
Church of God liberal arts college estab-
lished in 1917 as the Anderson Bible Training
School. The university has approximately 1,600



students enrolled and is closely linked with the
surrounding Park Place neighborhood east
of downtown Anderson. The neighborhood
comprises almost 3% of employees in the MPA,
most of whom work at the university. Ander-
son University-Park Place is bordered on the
west by the White River and includes over 85
acres of park space.

The campus supports non-motorized trans-
portation with an extensive sidewalk network
connecting university facilities to surrounding
residential areas. Since the neighborhood sits
between downtown Anderson and Scatterfield
Road, there are two main roadways linking the
adjacent areas: University Boulevard / Main
Street and 8th Street. In 2017, 8th Street was
re-marked to include a shared parking and
bike lane as part of a repaving project.

Corridors

While not often considered places themselves,
some corridors maintain a continuous linear
identity with significant features and char-
acteristics. Corridors often have a subset of
locations without sufficient density or a distinct
identity to be considered individual places.
These characteristics are especially evident
along waterways like rivers or canals, as well
as primary roadways and state-owned roads.

White River

One of the primary waterways in Indiana is
the White River that generally travels north to
south through most of the state. In Madison
County, the river runs through the City of An-
derson, the Town of Chesterfield, and the Town
of Daleville. The area surrounding the White
River corridor contains an estimated 8.4% of
the Anderson MPA’s population and just un-
der 6% of its employed workforce. There are
several parks and public open spaces linked
by the corridor, including Mounds State Park
and the Rangeline Nature Preserve; thus, the
corridor is a significant recreation area for the
region. In addition, five miles of the corridor
include paved multi-use paths or trails inter-
spersed with segments of undesignated dirt
paths. The corridor is also actively used for both
canoeing and kayaking with many designated
boat launches.
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Mega-regionally, the White River corridor con-
nects the downtowns of the Cities of Muncie,
Anderson, Noblesville, and Indianapolis with
approximately 84 miles of riverfront that also
includes the Cities of Fishers and Carmel. The
White River represents a significant opportuni-
ty to link the 60-mile-long Cardinal Greenway
in Muncie and the Monon Trail in Indianap-
olis to create a mega-regional recreational
trail. The White River Trail Systems have been
identified as important intersecting links in
the Visionary Trail System in the 2027 Indiana
State Trails Plan.

Scatterfield Road
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The Scatterfield Road corridor represents a
significant economic generator for the City of
Anderson and all of Madison County, because
it links several significant destinations along
a portion of the SR-9 corridor beginning at
[-69 Exit 226 and intersecting northward with
SR-32/University Boulevard. The corridor links
Hoosier Park Racing & Casino, the Flagship En-
terprise Center, Purdue Polytechnic Institute,
and Anderson University. While downtown
Anderson represents the city’'s central business
district, development along the Scatterfield
Road corridor (SR-9) is primarily centered on
retail businesses, service industries, restau-
rants, and hotels. This corridor supports
nearly 14% of the Anderson MPA’'s employed
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workforce and the area includes over 7.5% of
the population.

The Scatterfield Road corridor was originally
built as a bypass to make it possible to move
quickly from north to south through the city,
because no other direct north-south connec-
tions existed previously. The area developed
over time, beginning with businesses attracted
by the high level of access to the interstate
and consequently supporting interstate traffic,
including trucking industries. As develop-
ment spread farther north along the corridor,
Scatterfield gained its own sense of place. It
transitioned from moving cars quickly north
to south into a situation where access to busi-
nesses and attractions became required. The
combination of high access and high speed
typically associated with a bypass increases the
likelihood of more severe automobile crashes.
These six miles of corridor account for nearly
14% of crashes within the Anderson MPA.

Since the corridor relies on |-69, the businesses
are auto-centric, meaning nearly every loca-
tion along the corridor includes large parking
areas and provides little to no facilities for
non-motorized movement. The corridor pres-
ents significant concerns for non-motorized
safety. In 2019, MCCOG developed the State
Road 9 Non-Motorized Safety Study to further
investigate crashes involving non-motorized
users and highlight opportunities for corridor
safety improvements.

Beyond the core corridor, Scatterfield Road
extends south of I-69 and eventually connects
to 1-70 and Knightstown at US-40. Scatter-
field Road also extends north of SR-32 through
North Anderson, merges with Broadway Street,
and runs on to Alexandria, Marion, Huntington,
and Fort Wayne.



Interchanges

Intersections along interstates at arterial and
collector roads are known as interchanges.
These nodes often develop with businesses
that support auto-centric interstate traffic like
fast food restaurants, gas stations, and truck
stops. In addition, easy access is attractive for
industrial land uses related to warehousing,
transportation, and logistics. While interchang-
es are not traditionally considered attractions,
the characteristic conglomeration of land uses
and the challenges that arise define them as
a type of place. There are five interchanges in
the MPA along the I-69 corridor: Exits 214, 219,
222,226, and 234,

Exit 214
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This interchange is at the intersection of SR-13
& 1-69 linking Lapel and Fortville. It is just one
mile east of the Madison County line, so it is
the closest interchange to the Indianapolis
Metropolitan Area. This interchange is a sig-
nificant node warranting specific attention

as growth pressures continue to inch closer
to the Madison County line.

Currently, over 3,000 people reside in the
Summerlake housing development just south
of the interchange at CR-800/136th Street.
This area is under significant development
pressure, and is not very walkable, lacks ac-
tivity diversity, and its economic intensity/
development density is below average for the
Anderson MPA. However, this place is unique

since the municipalities of Ingalls, Pendleton,
Lapel, Madison County, and Hamilton County
intersect here along the SR-13 Corridor. This
intersection poses significant challenges of
development control, land use, and walkability.

Exit 219
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This interchange is completely within the
incorporated boundary of the Town of Pend-
leton at the intersection of SR-38 (State Street)
and 1-69. The Town of Pendleton continues
to expand its incorporated boundaries to the
north and west, but the interchange poses a
significant barrier towards linking new devel-
opment areas to downtown Pendleton and its
historic core neighborhood. This interchange
supports a relatively diverse number of activity
types employing nearly 7% of Anderson MPA'’s

employed workforce. Some of the major em-
ployers and attractions are:

« Tractor Supply Company (TSC) - Pend-
leton Distribution Center

o South Madison Community School
Corporation (SMCSC) - Administration
Offices

« Pine Lake Fishing & Camping Resort
« GVC Mortgage, Incorporated

« Community Hospital Sports & Wellness
Center

» Pendleton Place Apartment Complex
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Even though the area is currently not very
walkable, the Town of Pendleton has been
working to improve pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity. The town partnered with INDOT
and MCCOG in 2019 to construct a pedestrian
bridge over 1-69. This area also continues ex-
periencing development pressures as growth
continues to move outward from the Indianap-
olis Metropolitan Area. Since there are many
large undeveloped parcels available surround-
ing the interchange, it will evolve significantly.

Exit 222

This interchange is at the intersection of Martin
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Luther King, Jr. Boulevard, Pendleton Avenue
(SR-9/SR-67), and 1-69 where the incorporated
areas of the City of Anderson and the Town of
Pendleton connect. Developing in this area is
often challenging because these neighboring
communities are served by different utilities
whose service areas do not always coincide
with incorporated area boundaries. There is
a large gravel pit operated by Irving Materials
Incorporated (IMI) in the interchange’s south-
east corner and a residential subdivision to the
southwest. This interchange’s most significant
feature is a regional business incubator and
advanced stage business center, the Flagship
Enterprise Center. The area contains more
than 2,500 acres of land, only half of which has
been developed, and provides a base of opera-
tions for numerous businesses and industries
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including the Nestle Corporation, NTN & NTK,
Federal Express, Conduent, and Carter Express.

Freight ingress and egress to the area is crit-
ical to its continued success because many
of these businesses are either production or
warehousing facilities. Another key compo-
nent of this area is the dual high-speed freight
rail (CSX) that connects several of these busi-
nesses through spurs. Even though this dual
rail line strengthens the site’s economic attrac-
tiveness, it often impedes access to Enterprise
Drive, because the line crosses the road. This
issue continues to be discussed and several in-
frastructure improvements have already been
made to provide alternative access via 67th
Street and Layton Road (CR 400).

Attractions

In addition to these place types, there are var-
ious destination types like parks, colleges, and
large employment centers scattered through-
out the Anderson MPA. These destinations
have unique characteristics that attract people
and generate activity.

Regional, community, and neighborhood
parks provide direct access to natural spac-
es, recreational opportunities, and social
gatherings. There are nearly 100 parks in the
Anderson MPA varying in size and scale. Larger
parks in the region include a trail system for
walking and biking, but in most cases, they are
not directly connected to the community. The
MCCOG Health Impact Assessment estimates
that just over 6% of the population is within
a 5-minute walk of a park and only 30% are
within a 20-minute walk.

Standalone businesses, industries, community
services, and colleges such as lvy Tech rely on
driving accessibility to support operations and
attract visitors. These destinations are more
likely to locate near major roadways such



as 1-69, US-36, and SR-9. Unique attractions
across the Anderson MPA include but are not
limited to:

« lvy Tech Community College (Anderson)

« Community Hospital (Anderson)

« Shadyside Park (Anderson)

» Beulah Park & Madison County 4-H Fair-
grounds (Alexandria)

« Callaway Park (Elwood)

« State Correctional Facilities (Pendleton)
« Poet Biorefining (Alexandria)

» Anderson Speedway (Anderson)

« Red Gold Distribution Center (Orestes)
« Red Gold Corporate Office (Elwood)

Source: HIM Study

Activities

The purpose behind each trip a person takes
is linked to the activity that is planned at the
end—we take a trip to the store to shop, the
park to play, or the office to work. Activities are
also generated by businesses as they produce
goods and provide services. The activity level of
the Anderson MPA can be better understood
by reviewing trip-making behavior and evolv-
ing regional employment.

Personal Activity

Daily activity varies significantly from person
to person and family to family, but average
trip rates and personal travel can be esti-
mated by conducting surveys and collecting
traffic counts to get an idea of regional ac-
tivity. MCCOG conducted the Heartland in
Motion Transportation Study (HIM) in 2014
to gain insight on regional travel and activi-
ty. HIM is the first household travel survey for
the Anderson MPA since the 1970s and pro-
vides extensive household, person, and trip
level data. Household trip rates illustrate the
approximate amount of activity generated for

each household. Trip rates vary significantly
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Source: HPMS

Figure 2.12: Per Capita Vehicle Miles Traveled
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depending on the characteristics of the house-
hold and people living there but are typically
shown by household size. After applying these
estimated trip rates, the data indicated that
the Anderson MPA produces over 400,000
personal trips daily.

To better illustrate the connection between
personal daily trips and the use of the trans-
portation system, 2050 inMotion considers the
number of vehicle miles traveled (VMT). VMT
is an estimate of the total miles traveled on
roadways within a defined area. VMT is gen-
erally assessed at two levels, daily and annual
per capita vehicle miles traveled. Following na-
tional trends, the MPA has seen an increase in
both daily and per capita VMT. Although there
was a national reduction in VMT during 2020
due to the COVID pandemic, 2021 showed a
return to pre-pandemic levels and an overall
upward trend.

Since 2015, the MPA's increasing VMT trend is
nearly identical to that of the State of Indiana.
The VMT per person has been and remains
approximately 2,000 miles per year less than
the state average. Within the Anderson MPA,
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the annual VMT per person (average number
of miles driven in a year by each person) is ap-
proximately 10,800 miles.

The distribution of VMT is usually linked to
population density and the number of avail-
able amenities. In the Anderson MPA, the
Central-East subregion is the most densely
populated, followed by the Southwest subre-
gion, and then the North subregion. A closer
review of each subregion shows that even
though the Central-East subregion comprises
over 55% of the Anderson MPA's population, it
only contributes to 44% of the total daily VMT.
Conversely, the North subregion includes only
22% of the population but contributes to over
31% of the VMT. Proportionally more miles are
traveled in the North subregion than in oth-
er subregions because the area is more rural;
therefore, destinations are farther apart. The
Southwest subregion also generates a slightly
higher percentage of VMT than its population
percentage of the MPA, which is likely due to
its proximity to Indianapolis and the available
jobs and amenities.
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*ncludes homemakers and unemployed adults

Commuting Patterns

Another way to look at trip rates is by em-
ployment status. Trips to and from work are
generally the most consistent and are vital to
understanding the impacts of economic de-
velopment activities on regional employment
opportunities.

Commuting patterns highlight vital corridors
and indicate where future issues are likely to
occur. The Census Transportation Planning
Product (CTPP) is a version of American Com-
munity Survey (ACS) that has been specially
tabulated by the US Census Bureau to support
transportation planning efforts. One unique
option available within the CTPP is Coun-
ty-to-County Flows that provide estimates of
commuters from their home county to their
work county. The most updated CTPP uses
2017-2021 ACS data.

2050 inMotion uses this information in three
ways:

« Commuters coming to Anderson MPA
Counties (Madison, Hancock, and
Delaware)

« Commuters leaving from Anderson
MPA Counties

« Commuters traveling between Ander-
son MPA Counties

However, when reviewing County-to-Coun-
ty Flow data, it is important to understand
the difference between the home county la-
bor force, county-employed labor force, and
work county employees. Each county has an
estimated labor force that represents the pop-
ulation over the age of 16 who are employed
or actively seeking employment. The county
labor force is not required to work in the coun-
ty where they live to be counted as part of that
county’s labor force. The county labor force is
further split into employed and unemployed
participants. In addition, while each county has
an estimated number of total employees who
work in the county, they may not be included
in the county labor force if they do not reside
in the same county in which they work.
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Map 2.13: Commuters from Anderson MPA Source: 2021 ACS CTPA
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Table 2.02: Commuters from Anderson MPA Source: 2021 ACS CTPP
Delaware County, Indiana Hancock County, Indiana Madison County, Indiana

To County Num Pct To County Num Pct To County Num Pct
Delaware 40,240 80.20 Marion 17,015 41.86 Madison 33,330 58.54
Madison 3,080 6.14 Hancock 16,250 39.98 Marion 7,805 13.71
Marion 1,485 2.96 Hamilton 2,820 6.94 Hamilton 7.470 13.12
Grant 1,085 2.16 Shelby 1,105 2.72 Delaware 2,840 4,99
Hamilton 955 1.90 Madison 990 2.44 Hancock 1,405 2.47
Henry 700 1.40 Henry 380 0.93 Grant 920 1.62
Randolph 500 1.00 Johnson 330 0.81 Tipton 630 1.11
Jay 485 0.97 Rush 325 0.80 Henry 630 1.11
Blackford 350 0.70 Hendricks 270 0.66 Howard 435 0.76
Wayne 225 0.45 Boone 205 0.50 Hendricks 315 0.55

Emp. Labor Force |50,172 Emp. Labor Force |40,643 Emp. Labor Force |56,931

54 | MCCOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan



Source: 2021 ACS CTPP

: Commuters to Anderson MPA
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Source: 2021 ACS CTPP Table 2.03 Commuters to Anderson MPA

Delaware County, Indiana Hancock County, Indiana Madison County, Indiana

To County Num Pct To County Num Pct To County Num Pct

Delaware 40,240 80.35 Hancock 16,250 57.31 Madison 33,330 75.23
Madison 2,840 5.67 Marion 4,375 15.43 Delaware 3,080 6.95
Henry 1,565 3.12 Hamilton 1,775 6.26 Hamilton 2,625 5.92
Randolph 1,370 2.74 Henry 1,630 5.75 Henry 1,585 3.58
Hamilton 715 1.43 Madison 1,405 495 Hancock 990 2.23
Jay 660 1.32 Shelby 955 3.37 Marion 965 2.18
Grant 625 1.25 Rush 590 2.08 Grant 640 1.44
Blackford 535 1.07 Johnson 340 1.20 Tipton 245 0.55
Marion 350 0.70 Delaware 160 0.56 Randolph 160 0.36
Wayne 290 0.58 Fayette 150 0.53 Blackford 110 0.25

Total Employees

Total Employees

Total Employees
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Commuters From

Commuters leaving from the Anderson MPA
Counties represent a portion of the employed
labor force. Of the nearly 148,000 employed
residents of Madison, Hancock, and Delaware
Counties, approximately 26% work in Marion,
Hamilton, and Grant Counties, with Marion
employing over 26,000 or nearly 18% of the
Anderson MPA counties’ employed labor force.

Commuters To

Commuters coming to the Anderson MPA
counties represent a portion of the employ-
ees who work in the three MPA counties. Of
the more than 122,000 employees of Madison,
Hancock, and Delaware Counties, just over 12%
are from Henry, Marion, and Hamilton Coun-
ties, and each one provides a relatively equal
number of employees.

Commuters Between

There is also an exchange of employment
between the counties that compose the An-
derson MPA. Madison and Delaware County
exchange around 3,000 employees daily. Han-
cock County sends over 90 more employees to
Delaware County than Delaware County sends
to Hancock County daily. However, Hancock

Source: 2025 Woods & Poole

County receives over 400 more employees
from Madison County than it sends to Mad-
ison County.

The County-to-County Flow data reveals the
extent of the interdependence of the Ander-
son MPA with the surrounding region and
highlights its reliance upon Marion and Ham-
ilton Counties for employment opportunities.
Considering these trends, the data further il-
lustrates the importance of the SR-28, SR-37,
SR-32, 1-69, and US-36 corridors as these di-
rectly link the Anderson MPA counties to both
Hamilton and Marion Counties.

Employment Change

In addition to personal activity, we must con-
sider activity generated by businesses as
different types of industries generate different
levels of activity. The first step in understanding
business activity levels is to review the chang-
ing employment environment.

The number of persons working within
the Anderson MPA has generally been de-
clining since the 1960s due to losing major
manufacturing facilities. Employment has
shifted to transportation and warehousing
and finance industries. Despite the overall loss,

Figure 2.14: Employment by Industry
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employment has increased since the Great
Recession ended in 2009, and the region has
been more successful at attracting new busi-
nesses. Comparing the 2010 Woods & Poole
estimates to those in 2025 demonstrates there
has been an overall growth rate of 6.43%. While
the long-term trends indicate employment
loss, more recent data illustrates some regional
employment growth.

Location quotient and shift share analyses pro-
vide a better understanding of the changing
trends by industry, which allows a comparison
of the Anderson MPA (Madison County) to the
nine-county central Indiana region. According
to Woods & Poole, 13 industries generalized
through the North American Industry Classifi-
cation System (NAICS), the Education & Health
Services, and Leisure & Hospitality industries
are the most prevalent within the Anderson
MPA, as shown in the graph below.

Table 2.04: Shift Share Results

Components of a Shift

Share Analysis

Shift share attempts to explain what causes
local employment growth. It divides growth
into three components: regional effect,
industry mix, and local competitiveness.

Regional Effect This assumes an equal
growth rate across all industries. For example,
if employment in the overall region grew by
10%, then each industry should also grow by
10%.

Industry Mix - The difference between the
regional industry growth and overall regional
growth. For example, if the overall region
grew by 10% and the specific industry grew
by 15%, the effect of the industry mix is 5%.

Local Competitiveness - This represents the
difference between the expected change
and the actual change. For example, if
the expected change is 15%, but actual
growth was 25%, then the effects of local
competitiveness is 10%. This example
indicates a significant local advantage over
the region in this industry.

Source: 2025 Woods & Poole

Industry R:Sf’f'::tal
Natural Resources and Mining 407
Construction 865
Manufacturing 1.423
Wholesale Trade 570
Retail Trade 2,190
Trade, Transportation, and

Utilities 927
Information 285
Financial Activities 1.268
Fs’;c:‘f’?::;onal and Business 1874
Education and Health Services 3124
Leisure and Hospitality 2267
Other Services 1.481
Public Administration 2554

Industry Expected Competitive

Mix Change Effect Total
-522 -115 -55 -170
282 1,147 -597 550
-888 535 882 1.417
-186 384 -1,945 -1,561
-1,395 795 -1,237 -442
2,528 3,455 -2,254 1,201
-291 -6 -395 -401
287 1,556 -836 720
811 2,685 -2,160 525
509 3,633 -2,975 658
-193 2,074 -1,709 365
-292 1,189 -1,140 49
-2,098 -1,214 -758

Total Industries m -1,448 17,788 -14,399 m
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Shift Share Analysis

In review of employment data provided by
Woods & Poole, between 2010 and 2025 the
Anderson MPA struggled to compete with
other portions of the central Indiana region in
nearly all areas of industry. When employment
rates decrease in central Indiana for any indus-
try, they decrease even more in the Anderson
MPA. Conversely, when there is an increase in
central Indiana, there is a smaller increase in
the Anderson MPA, except for manufacturing.

Location Quotient Analysis

A location quotient provides additional insight
into the industries that offer the most oppor-
tunities for growth looking forward. From this
analysis, the Natural Resources & Mining and
Leisure & Hospitality industries are considered
“basic,” which means that they begin strong

and will likely see growth within the analysis
period. Other important industries include Re-
tail Trade and Education and Health Services.

Source: 2025 Woods & Poole

Location Quotient

Explained

Location Quotient (LQ) is an analytical tool
used to compare the local concentration of
some quality to a larger reference region. It
is most often used for industry comparisons
to understand which local industries make
the economy unique. LQs compare the
industry’s share of local employment with
its share of regional employment. For
example, assume that while the wholesale
trade industry accounts for 2% of the local
economy, it only accounts for 1% of the
regional economy. The LQ for Wholesale
Trade in this example would be 2.00. Any
industry with an LQ greater than 1.00 is
noted as a basic industry responsible for
supporting the local economy.

LQs can also be used to track growth over
a period by comparing local growth to
regional growth. The LQ chart plots each
industry by existing size, current LQ, and
change in LQ to help categorize each. While
most industries will hover around the 1.00
and 0.00 change in LQ, other industries will
diverge. Through this process, industries
that are distinguished locally from the
larger region can be highlighted for updated
attraction and retention policies.

Figure 2.15: Location Quotient Chart
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The analysis also indicates that the Financial
Activities are considered emerging strengths
that have shown growth, growth potential, and
regional competitiveness. Industries such as
Natural Resource and Mining show declining
competitiveness and poor growth, so they will
likely be limited in the future.

These analyses further stress how significantly
the Anderson MPA relies on the Indianapolis
region for access to employment opportuni-
ties within most industries. They also show
that Retail Trade, Education and Health Ser-
vices and Leisure & Hospitality industries rely
on attracting business from Indianapolis and
central Indiana residents, though the level and
type of activity generated varies significant-
ly. The Leisure & Hospitality industry relies on
attracting people and generating additional
personal trips. The Information industry gen-
erates very little business activity using the

transportation system since most businesses
can connect virtually. Finally, the Wholesale
Trade and Natural Resource industries gen-
erate a significant amount of commercial or
truck activity for deliveries and the movement
of goods.

Movement of Goods

Goods are moved primarily along 1-69, US 36-
SR 67-SR 9, and SR 28 within the Anderson
MPA. |-69 carries 4,500 to 11,500 combination
trucks per day, with the largest concentration
between exits 2019 and 226. The SR 67-US 36-
SR 9 corridor south from [-69 exit 222 to the
Madison County line carries 800 to 1,600 trucks
per day. SR 28 carries between 800 and 1,100
trucks per day, representing 12-21% of traffic.

I-69 was established as a critical freight corri-
dor as part of the North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA) in 1994. The corridor links
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Canada and Mexico across the United States
and represents a vital connection for region-
al growth. NAFTA established the corridor’s
importance and set in motion several improve-
ments as well as identified missing links to be
completed to create a continuous corridor.
Several missing links were identified in many
states, one of which is the 1-69 expansion proj-
ect in Indiana that will connect I-465 on the
southwest side of Indianapolis to Blooming-
ton, Evansville, and across the Ohio River into
Kentucky. Truck traffic is expected to continue
to increase along the corridor as more links
are completed offering significant economic
development opportunities for the Anderson
MPA and significant increases in overall com-
mercial and truck activity.

In addition to general activity, Truck Travel
Time Reliability (TTTR) can be used to identify
a corridor’s ability to deliver goods on time
and further inform the potential for increased
truck activity. TTTR compares travel time along
a corridor during congestion times to travel
times with little to no traffic. The comparison
results in a value greater than or equal to 1.00,
where 1T means there is no difference along the
corridor throughout the day. The TTTR on |-69
is less than 1.5, which is lower than the national
goal of 2.12 and indicates relatively reliable trav-
el®. This also indicates that the corridor could

reliably serve even higher activity levels. The
primary connecting corridors of SR-9, SR-109,
US-36, and SR-67 have TTTR values between
1.5 and 3 with a few key bottleneck locations
reporting a TTTR in excess of 3. This indicates
that these corridors are less reliable and un-
likely to grow at the same rate as |-69.

Conclusion

The Anderson MPA is composed of a variety of
people, places, and activities supported by the
regional transportation system. Each of these
components is vital to understanding how and
where to prioritize transportation investments.
Reviewing the shifting population pattern il-
lustrates a need to balance investment in areas
of rapid growth and deteriorating infrastruc-
ture where population is being lost through
both funding and technical support. The dis-
cussion on regional activities demonstrates
the increasing nature of activity following
national trends and the necessity of support-
ing economic activity through infrastructure
improvements. The location of unique places
across the Anderson MPA that support daily
activities further highlight the importance of
downtowns and the influx of suburban sprawl|
that could significantly impact historic and
natural resources within the Anderson MPA.
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Chapter 3
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Establishing

the Direction

2050 inMotion is built from hundreds of hours
of discussion with the public and local com-
Mmunity partners through a variety of formats
and across multiple planning efforts. The en-
gagement process aimed to ensure inclusivity,
providing methods so that anyone interested
in the Anderson MPA's future would have an
opportunity to participate. These methods
included both in-person and virtual tools vary-
ing from statistically valid survey collection
to anecdotal insights through direct conver-
sations. While data analysis can identify or
verify challenges, community-based conver-
sations establish a unified vision and ensure
transportation system investments align with
community priorities.

One of the primary goals was to re-align con-
versations about the transportation system to
consider the broad definition of mobility ver-
sus the traditionally narrow focus on roadways.
When discussing mobility, participants were
asked to consider the experience of moving
between Point A and Point B across modes
and individual ability. Participants considered
how individuals generally move throughout
the region, what challenges they might face
day-to-day, and how the transportation system
could better support mobility.



Guiding Structure

As day-to-day challenges constantly shift, it
is important for long-range plans to estab-
lish a set of statements that guide priorities
moving forward. The process typically begins
with developing a vision statement that paints
a picture of what the world should look like
once the plan is fully implemented. Support-
ing goals, objectives, and actions are identified
through the public engagement process and
summarized in the vision statement. A visual
representation of the traditional relationship

between these items is shown in Figure 3.01. It
is this guiding structure that allows planners to
align analysis and identification of new action
items with publicly supported priorities.

Engagement efforts led to a modified guiding
structure with the incorporation of a mission
statement and the understanding that ac-
tions can support multiple objectives. Figure
3.11 shows the final guiding structure for 2050
inMotion.

VISION

Objective

Objective Objective

Figure 3.01: Guiding Direction Framework
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Mission Statement - [Approach or Process]

“We aspire to create a safe & complete transportation system that puts people first.”

Vision Statement - [Desired Future Position or Outcome]

“Through 2050 inMotion, we aim to realize a transportation system that is efficient, effective, and

equitable.”

Principle Statements

The principle statements illustrate the goals or desired outcomes in the simplest terms. They
directly support the vision statement by further explaining its components. Each principle was
crafted from public input and directly updated by the Stakeholder Committee.

VISION

M -
NH

Figure 3.02: Final Guiding Structure
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Efficient - Emphasize strategic investments
through collaboration that enhances existing
assets, community connectivity, and use of
land.

Effective - Seamlessly integrate multiple
modes of transportation and embrace inno-
vation to safely connect our community locally
and regionally.

Equitable — Ensure all residents have access
to the growing opportunities of the broader
region with sensitivity to environmental and
health impacts.

Actions

In standard practice, each goal is supported by
unique objectives. However, this guiding struc-
ture outlines action categories that support all
three principles. By modifying the standard
approach, 2050 inMotion acknowledges that
actions can and should advance more than
one principle at a time.

An action can be a project, program, policy, or
plan that needs to be completed to accom-
plish the regional vision. Some actions may be
completed in the short-term or are ready for
immediate implementation, while others are
significant in scale and scope requiring long-
term efforts for support and implementation.

Each action has been organized into cate-
gories or objectives based on main concerns
throughout the public engagement process.
The action categories represent a method
for combining actions that are strategically
focused and define methods for measuring
their implementation over time. The catego-
ries were specifically developed to align the

principal goals with the mission statement
and are defined by what the action does “to”
or “for” people.

Protect - Cover or shield from danger or in-
jury. Action items within this category ensure
the safe and secure transportation of people
and goods throughout the MPA.

Move - Advance people from one place to
another. Action items within this category fa-
cilitate the transport of people and goods in
a regional manner.

Connect - Join or link people, places, and
activities. Action items within this category
facilitate linkages between local land uses,
people, and goods.

Educate - Develop by teaching. Action items
within this category increase awareness and
provide opportunities for the exchange of
knowledge between community members,
elected officials, and planning staff.

The development of these statements was

a key outcome of the engagement process,
utilizing input from both the general public
and key stakeholders.
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Process Timeline
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Stakeholder Engagement

Engagement efforts are generally split be-
tween two groups - stakeholders and the
general public. It is important to consider both
groups throughout the process, as each of-
fers vital insights into how the transportation
system can improve mobility. 2050 inMotion
was developed utilizing input from multiple
stakeholder groups. The process was led by a
Stakeholder Committee but also incorporated
feedback and on-going discussion with the
MPO Advisory Committees. Finally, local plan-
ners, engineers, and economic development
professionals provided insight into future land
use considerations.

Stakeholder Committee

2050 inMotion continues from core input col-
lected during 2045 inMotion, which officially
began in spring 2019 with the formation of a
Stakeholder Committee to guide the plan-
ning process. The 30-member committee was
created through an open application process.
To ensure the Anderson MPA was well-repre-
sented, individuals were included from a wide
range of interests and backgrounds, includ-
ing different demographic categories like age,

25 CAC and TAC meetings were held
between updates to continue discussions

on implementation, topical issues, and
update timelines.

Planned land use
& development
discussions

pedestrian

Safety Concerns
network

& Prioritization

Completed first MPA 2
comprehensive safety
analysis and plan, ;
Protect 2030 .

Local bicycle &

coordination

race, gender, and geographic distribution. The
committee held ten meetings with unique,
specific goals and outcomes throughout the
planning process.

While the committee’s primary role was to
assist in guiding the planning process, they
were also instrumental in encouraging the
public to participate. Committee members
assisted by reviewing research and analysis
materials and ultimately defined the direction
of the plan. Their guidance helped develop a
vision statement, mission statement, goals,
recommendations, and specific actions.

Meeting 1 - Project Kick-Off

The first committee meeting served as an
important orientation for the 2045 inMotion
process. Members were introduced to the
planning team who provided an overview of
the Anderson MPA, the intent of an MTP, and
the overall outline for the planning process. The
committee spent most of this meeting discuss-
ing messaging, how to motivate participation
from all communities, potential challenges
for the public engagement process, and what
community networks could be utilized to
reach the public. The group highlighted the
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importance of different messaging focuses
based on community and subregion:

« The North subregion—increasing access
to amenities that have been consistent-
ly moving further away

« The Central-East subregion—under-
served communities and non-vehicular
transportation options

« The Southwest subregion—ongoing
growth pressures and preparations to
support increasing traffic and conges-
tion issues

Meeting 2 - Communication Strategy

Figure 3.04 Steering Committee Meeting

The second committee meeting focused on
preparing for the first round of public en-
gagement activities. Committee members
also assisted the planning team in develop-
ing a series of six workshops called Mobility
Conversations held in different communities
across the Anderson MPA. Communication
strategies to encourage public participa-
tion were formulated with clear delineations
between the concurrent processes of 2045 in-
Motion and the Forward Madison County
Comprehensive Plan.
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Meeting 3 - Mobility Conversations

The third committee meeting continued the
discussion about developing activities for the
Mobility Conversation Workshops and tested
some of those activities with the committee.
Members were shown the workshop presenta-
tion along with key prompts the public would
be asked regarding opportunities and chal-
lenges. Committee members provided input
on their hopes and concerns for the Anderson
MPA and identified specific areas to address
them. They were asked to begin thinking
about specific programs, projects, and poli-
cies that would enhance mobility throughout
the region. Committee members highlighted
the importance of health and safety as con-
siderations for public input and noted that
the public engagement process should be
centered around these topics.

Meeting 4 - Preliminary Engagement
Findings

The fourth committee meeting included a re-
view of the preliminary results of the Mobility
Conversation Workshops, as well as any mobile
events held to date. During these events, the
public identified hopes and desires for the
future that included beautification, improved
infrastructure, and connections to natural fea-
tures. Specific concerns identified included
transit access, infrastructure maintenance,
and safety measures for pedestrians. The plan-
ning team also presented regional trends and
future demands with the committee, sharing
the technical analysis process that would as-
sist in identifying future programs, policies,
and projects. The committee also noted the
need to narrow future planning assumptions
to only a few select projections since it would
likely be difficult to work with the public on a
more complicated technical analysis process.
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Figure 3.05 Steering Committee Meeting

Meeting 5 - Focus Group Development
The fifth committee meeting included the
complete summary of findings from the
Mobility Conversation Workshops and Mo-
bile Engagements conducted to date. Those
findings included major opportunities for
technology, trail connectivity, and bicycle
& pedestrian infrastructure improvements.
In addition, challenges identified includ-
ed ongoing safety concerns, infrastructure
maintenance, and missing sidewalk/trail con-
nections. The planning team used this input
to develop Focus Groups to discuss specific
topics and gather more input on recurring
themes emerging from public comments.
The committee challenged the planning team
to identify short-term outcomes that would
encourage focus group participation.

Meeting 6 - Goal Development

The sixth committee meeting initiated the
second round of public engagement and
represented the halfway point in the public en-
gagement process. After reviewing a summary
of public input received to date, the commit-
tee assisted the planning team in developing
an agenda for a community summit event,
Destination 2045. A draft vision statement was

discussed at length, as well as what specific
goals and actions could be developed. The
committee asked the planning team to add
a mission statement as a distinct way to illus-
trate the process for accomplishing the plan’s
future vision. In addition, the committee iden-
tified specific questions that should be asked
during Destination 2045.

Meeting 7 - Destination 2045
Coordination

The seventh committee meeting focused
on further refining the vision statement for
2045 inMotion. Committee members provided
input on testing this draft statement at the
upcoming event. The planning team provided
a preview of the activities planned, including
an online polling activity for questions relat-
ed to mobility, the mission/vision statements,
goals, and specific community priorities. The
committee was challenged to identify individ-
uals in their network who could be invited to
participate in Destination 2045.

Meeting 8 - Public Input Summary

Due to COVID-19, the eighth committee meet-
ing was held virtually. Committee members
used this meeting to prepare online engage-
ment tools for those who were unable to
attend Destination 2045. Members also pro-
vided final thoughts on the mission, vision,
and goal statements. This meeting included
an explanation of the transition from guiding
structure to specific action items. Committee
members were asked to begin providing pro-
gram, policy, project, and plan ideas to include
as action items.

Meeting 9 - Action Refinement

The ninth committee meeting was also held
virtually to ensure the process continued as
scheduled. The planning team shared vari-
ous types of actions identified through public
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input, as well as identifying those that had al-
ready been programmed for implementation.
The committee shared additional thoughts
on the types of action items that should be
included to further enhance mobility through
a series of breakout sessions identifying priority
investments and improvements.

Meeting 10 - Process Wrap-up

The final committee meeting outlined future
opportunities to continue conversations from
the 2045 inMotion planning process. A brief
overview of the draft MTP was presented to the
committee and next steps following the plan-
ning process were highlighted. Committee
members discussed the final fiscally con-
strained project list and identified any other
issues. The planning team used this meeting
to thank the committee members for their
work and dedication in reviewing, refining,
and developing the plan.

o
AR,

g Committee Meeting

Advisory Committees (CAC & TAC)

The CAC, established in 2021, and TAC, refined
and expanded in 2021, are regularly involved
in MPO planning efforts and provide oppor-
tunities for on-going input. Since April 2021,
the CAC has met 16 times, and the TAC has
met 17 times. Across these 33 meetings, the
CAC and TAC members have supported the
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development and implementation of the MTP,
including refinements incorporated in the
2050 inMotion update.

The April 2021 CAC and TAC meetings both
introduced the 2050 inMotion process and the
purpose behind an update only one year after
the 2045 inMotion adoption, as opposed to
the standard 4-year cycle—to align the Ander-
son and Indianapolis MPO update cycles and
simplify coordination between the two MPOs.
The CAC meeting then transitioned to discuss
the lack of engagement from young people
(ages 15-24) and people with limited English
proficiency in the 2045 inMotion process. At-
tendees provided guidance on reaching these
populations and suggested contacting high
schools, colleges, and churches. The TAC meet-
ing transitioned from the purpose of 2050
inMotion to a general discussion on popu-
lation and employment change within each
subregion. Attendees discussed growth along
I-69, Elwood’s access to Hamilton County via
SR 37, and how redevelopment and affordable
housing is key to growth in the Central-East
subregion.

The July 2021 CAC meeting focused on action
items developed through the 2045 inMotion
process. The MCCOG team updated attendees
on the status of action item implementation
throughout the MPA. Additionally, the first
version of the Action Item Prioritization Survey
was tested. The MCCOG team walked through
37 non-infrastructure action items that do not
have set deadlines or mandated update cycles,
explaining each to attendees and asking them
to rank priorities within each action category,
according to their own opinion. A handout
with basic descriptions and an associated ac-
tion item code was included with the survey
for attendees to reference. Overall, attendees
found the survey usable if the explanation of



each action item was provided in addition to
the action name.

The July 2021 TAC meeting included an online
mapping exercise for allocating population
and employment changes. Attendees were
split into two small groups to provide an op-
portunity for in-depth discussion and results
were reported back to the entire group. The
exercise was intended to ensure that land
use assumptions follow local expertise. Most
attendees noted the Southwest subregion
was expecting the largest increases in pop-
ulation and employment with the majority
of growth expected along |-69 at the 214 and
219 interchanges. The Central-East subregion
was identified for high employment increas-
es, especially at the 1-69 Exit 222 interchange,
but low population growth overall. Finally,
there was some discussion about the North
subregion and the disconnect between ex-
pectations and forecasted decline in that area.

The October 2021 meetings began with an
update on the new 2050 population and
employment forecasts, as the forecasts were
revised for the MTP update. The committees
were then updated on public input efforts. The
action item prioritization survey, the first draft
of which was tested by the CAC in July, was
simplified, and distributed to target audienc-
es beginning in September. The committees
were then briefed on the survey results to date,
with particular attention on the large bump in
responses from the 15-24 age group.

The January 2022 meetings provided an
update to the 2050 inMotion timeline. The
MCCOG team gave an update on the new
Investing in Infrastructure and Jobs Act, re-
gionally significant project list, and publicly
accessible crash dashboard.

The July 2022 meetings revealed the Active
Living Story Map developed by MCCOG staff

for Madison County. The story map is a hub for
resources on physical activity opportunities
such as green space trial locations and link to
food assistance services. The map can also be
explored by specific communities within the
Anderson MPA.

The January 2023 meetings outlined MTP
actions items MCCOG planned to work on
over the calendar year. First, the team began
implementing the Protect 2030 Safety Plan
by applying for Safe Streets and Roads for All
(SS4A) funding to conduct supplemental and
demonstration planning activities. Other tasks
for the 2023 calendar year included a Bicy-
cle-Pedestrian Plan update and assisting on
two LPA thoroughfare plans: Madison County
and Ingalls.

The April 2023 meetings highlighted final
changes made to Protect 2030. The changes
are around disadvantaged communities with
SS4A underserved census tracts which cover
most of downtown Anderson. Transit safety
was also added. The MCCOG team then dis-
cussed coordinating Road Safety Audit (RSA)
training with LTAP and assisting Anderson
University on the College & Community Col-
laboration Initiative with the Lilly Endowment
grant.

The July 2023 meetings both introduced the
Reconnecting Communities and Neighbor-
hoods (RCN) grant program. The MCCOG team
provided an overview of the planned Uniting
Scatterfield project as a joint grant applica-
tion between Anderson, INDOT, and MCCOGC.
The application would secure funding to plan
and provide a high-level design of Scatterfield
Rd from 67" St to Broadway St. TAC and CAC
members had an opportunity to discuss issues
and challenges along the corridor, as well as
the potential improvements they would like
to see.

MCCOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan | 71



The April 2024 CAC meeting convened LPA
planners and town managers from the
southwest subregion of the Anderson MPA
to discuss recent growth, development, and
planning efforts. Fortville, Pendleton, and In-
galls all provided updates on their current
challenges and the expectations for incom-
ing growth, as well as their planning efforts to
mitigate increasing problem areas.

The October 2025 TAC meeting provided an
update on air quality conformity process for
the TIP and MTP. Attendees were encour-
aged to review both documents on MCCOG's
website. Some updates made were emissions
analysis, financial assumptions, and bicy-
cle-pedestrian & safety plan highlights.

The July 2026 TAC meeting focused on the
draft MTP update release and forecasting as-
sumptions for population and employment
growth. The planning team presented the
overall population growth rates estimated
by multiple sources and how they compare
against existing development data. Addition-
ally, the TAC members provided key insights
into employment change across industries

Example of Allocation Results:
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Locations of New Vacancies or Loss

and expected trends to account for differing
industry-level growth rates. The feedback
was utilized to adjust and finalize the forecast
zones for use within the 2050 inMotion MTP
update.

Transportation System Safety

2050 inMotion incorporates public involve-
ment from the Protect 2030 process. Three
stakeholder groups were involved through-
out the process: the Protect 2030 Task Force,
TAC, and CAC. In total, these three groups
met 14 times over the course of a 12-month
process. Task force members represented at
least 1 of 7 key focus areas identified during
the planning process: Education, Engineer-
ing, Enforcement, Emergency Response/
Management, Traditionally Underrepresented
Populations, Non-Motorized Transportation
Users, and Freight Transportation. TAC & CAC
members provided input on Protect 2030 to
help identify initial safety concerns, refine the
vision statement and emphasis areas, review
high-crash locations, and prioritize final action
recommendations.
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Planned Land Use & Development

As part of the 2050 inMotion update, planning
assumptions for growth that informs the fu-
ture projections (further described in Chapter
5) were modified. Discussions held through
the Integrate 1-69 process, as well as with the
CAC and TAC members, drove the decision
to update the MTP projections. Integrate 1-69
convened a committee of key stakeholders
representing INDOT, Madison County, Ander-
son, Pendleton, Ingalls, and Lapel to guide its
development. Six discussion-based meetings
were held between March 2023 and June 2024.
Meetings were in-person with the option for
virtual participation and were supported by
a digital whiteboard to review materials be-
tween meetings. The committee identified key
issues; reviewed research; crafted the vision
statement, goals, and objectives; and finalized
minimum standards and draft agreements.

Between formal meetings, MCCOG staff also
met with LPAs to assess desired future land
uses and conducted focus group sessions to
refine goals across six goal areas. A mapping
exercise was conducted with each LPA's plan-
ning department to evaluate their desired land
uses and expected growth in the following
categories: residential, industrial, commercial,
mixed-use, and public open space.

Bicycle & Pedestrian Network
Coordination

Expanding the bicycle and pedestrian net-
work, as well as improving local policies that
encourage biking and walking continue to
be themes in public conversations. The 2016
Bicycle Facilities Plan and 2019 pedestrian
planning process laid the groundwork for
the combined Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
adopted in 2024. These processes involved
extensive public engagement efforts, includ-
ing two steering committees, multiple public
meetings, staff attendance at public events,
and targeted discussions with local bicycle
and pedestrian advocates.

LPA partners, like engineers, planners, and
community representatives (i.e., plan com-
mission, board of zoning appeals, community
council members, etc.) were contacted to
discuss bicycle and pedestrian network
improvements. These groups refined the
previous input gathered and expanded on
opportunities for improvements to address
community needs.

Local coordination started with outreach to
LPA partners across 21 communities, includ-
ing 3 outside of the Anderson MPA to support
broader regional collaboration. Conversations
started with three questions:

« Have any trail, sidewalk, bicycle lanes,
or crosswalk developments been com-
pleted since 20207

« Are any trail, sidewalk, bicycle lane, or
cross walk projects committed for con-
struction by 2025?

« Are there any recent plans identifying
planning trail, sidewalk, bicycle lane, or
crosswalk projects?

The initial list for completed and planned proj-
ects generated from the first two questions
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provided insight into updating the existing
conditions and data included in the analysis
phase. The primary comments and discussion
topics are summarized below.

« Safety is a major concern, and schools
are a primary location to start safety
projects.

o Speeding is dangerous, especially to
vulnerable road users.

« Safe passing laws aren’'t enough with-
out enforcement.

« The maintenance of existing facilities
is inconsistent and new facilities may
make it worse.

« Ordinances are outdated for addressing
bicycle and pedestrian needs.

« Pedestrians and cyclists have lim-
ited involvement in transportation
decision-making, advocacy groups are
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underrepresented, and facilities consid-
ered an afterthought.

Transit is difficult to access by walking
and operations are inefficient.

There is little to no data on how many
people are using facilities, where facil-
ities exist, and what condition they are
in.

Many cyclists do not follow the rules of
the road.

There are existing programs/organiza-
tions that can help guide communities
on what improvements impact pedes-
trians and cyclists the most.




Public Participation

Figure 3.02 illustrates the various steps,
concurrent public input opportunities, and
public engagement events included in the
planning process that led to 2050 inMotion.
Each of these activities gave the public an op-
portunity to lead the discussions and provide
insight from their individual experiences. This
combination of outreach to raise awareness;
survey collection to gather comprehensive
input; and meetings, workshops, and intercept
interviews to discuss existing and future mo-
bility spans years and guides all subsequent
decision-making.

Household Travel Survey

As the most recent statistically valid household
travel survey, the 2014 Heartland in Motion
Transportation Study (HIM) provides an im-
portant starting point for public participation.
The HIM Transportation Study was an exten-
sive survey of households located within the
Anderson MPA regarding their daily travel
patterns and transportation preferences. The
information gathered from this study provides
not only a base understanding of regional ac-
tivity, but also insight on funding priorities,
transportation issues, and preferences for fur-
ther analysis of mass transit feasibility. Over
1,900 households and 4,300 individuals partic-
ipated in the survey, which laid the foundation
for creating messaging and identifying priori-
ties for the MTP public engagement process.
One of the key outcomes from the survey was
the prioritization of transportation issues. Re-
spondents were asked to rank nine issues as
high, medium, or low priorities. Figure 3.03
shows the results, with safety, efficiency, and
preservation being the top 3.
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Figure 3.07: HIM Study Results

Hoosier Travel Counts

Household travel surveys are typically con-
ducted every 10-20 years. To update the HIM
study, MCCOG conducted a joint survey with
the Indianapolis MPO from February 2025 to
May 2026. Though the findings are still be-
ing developed, the process provided a unique
opportunity to reach the public and update
assumptions moving forward.

HOOSIER

TRAVEL COUNTS
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Mobility Conversation Workshops

In July and August of 2019, a series of six pub-
lic workshops and two targeted workshops
were held in communities across the region to
engage community members in open discus-
sions. Each workshop was intended to collect
as much feedback from participants as possi-
ble to begin identifying themes for technical
analysis and review by the planning team. All
feedback assisted the planning team in defin-
ing the critical pathways forward through the
planning process. The six public workshops
included:

« Fortville Community Center

» Anderson Public Library

» Alexandria Emery Lee Building

« Chesterfield Millcreek Civic Center
« Anderson Impact Center

o Pendleton Community Library

Each workshop presented information on
regional mobility and provided a series of activ-
ities to encourage participants to think broadly
about how they get around the region. To be-
gin, participants proposed a headline for the
result of 2045 inMotion, thinking about where
they hope the region will be once the plan is
fully implemented. The remainder of the event
was spent facilitating small group discussions
attempting to answer three questions:

« What makes you optimistic when think-
ing about the future of mobility?
« What are your greatest concerns?

» What specific actions or ideas do you
believe would enhance mobility?

Although action items were typically focused
on the community where the workshop
was hosted, general themes were apparent
throughout all workshops. Technology, trail
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connections, and road improvements were a
few of the top optimistic themes, with tech-
nology representing 12% of all comments
received. Some of the top concerns focused
on safety, aging infrastructure, and system
gaps in service, with safety comprising nearly
25% of the comments received.

In addition to the six public workshops, two
targeted workshops were also conducted
using the same activities as the mobility con-
versation workshops. Each of these workshops
was part of an existing event. The targeted
workshops offered an opportunity to engage
with specific segments of the population
with interests in mobility and the transporta-
tion system or typically underrepresented in
planning: runners, cyclists, older adults, and
cultural minorities.

-

—\\}:
s

- -

Anderson Road Runners

The planning team coordinated with the An-
derson Road Runners regularly scheduled
Thursday evening runs. Once each month, the
run ends with an informal meeting and cook-
out. The planning team was able to join the
event to walk attendees through a condensed



version of the small group discussions includ-
ed in the mobility conversation workshops,
as well as providing the mapping exercise, as
seen in Figure 3.07, from other mobile engage-
ments. Club members provided numerous
locations with trail and sidewalk maintenance
issues, areas with too little lighting to feel safe
running alone, and dangerous roadway cross-
ings. In addition, there was specific discussion
on the Mounds Greenway trail proposal to link
Anderson and Muncie along the White Riv-
er. Finally, in the small group conversations,
multiple groups discussed a lack of education
across the MPA for cyclists, pedestrians, and
motorists, especially when interacting togeth-
er and the hazardous conditions created when
individuals do not know what to expect from
other road users.

94 comments gathered as
part of the mapping exercise

Impact Center Senior Luncheon

The Anderson Impact Center (AIC), located in
West Anderson also known as the Sweet 16
neighborhood, plays a key role in providing
programs and services to assist residents in
achieving health, employment, and economic
stability. As part of the senior program, the
AIC hosts a monthly luncheon and invited the
Planning Team to present to the group and
solicit feedback. Most of the event was spent
in facilitated small group discussions about
transportation concerns, optimisms, and spe-
cific actions. Attendees noted the need for
additional education on newer system designs
such as roundabouts and new technology or
mobility options like ride sharing. Attendees
also expressed growing concern for their in-
dividual abilities to move within the region

and to Indianapolis to visit family, friends,
hospitals, and the multitude of amenities. Dis-
cussions noted the potential for mass transit
connections to support the aging population
and growing number of commuters in the
region; furthermore, they often referenced the
interurban railway system that connected the
region’'s communities in the early 20th century.

Growth & Development Meetings

The Forward Madison County 2035 Compre-
hensive Plan included a series of meetings
on growth & development. The transporta-
tion system is directly linked to land use and
joining the MTP and comprehensive planning
processes illustrates this connection to the
public, while gathering input. These meet-
ings especially provided feedback for forecasts
and projections. A total of eight meetings
were held in Madison County at the follow-
ing locations:

« Anderson Museum of Art

« Summitville Public Library

» Frankton Police Department

« Alexandria Emery Lee Building

« Elwood Public Library

» Lapel Fraternal Order of Eagles Building
« Markleville Town Hall

o Pendleton Gallery 119

Attendees were led through a series of ques-
tions about locating various land uses, such
as single-family homes and industrial facili-
ties, highlighting areas for preservation, and
identifying roadway and trail expansion oppor-
tunities. Discussion group facilitators mapped
input to be used for developing a future trans-
portation and land use map. Participants
expressed support for controlling growth to
preserve agricultural and natural resources
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through infill and redevelopment projects,
while noting they expect large subdivision
development in southwest Madison County.
A proposed rail-to-trail project between An-
derson and Elwood called the Panhandle Trail
was highlighted as an important regional trail
connection to link communities countywide.

Transportation system improvement dis-
cussions focused on roadway and sidewalk
Mmaintenance as well as expanding sidewalk
networks within communities. CR-800 S near
[-69 Exit 214 was noted as a problem area to
be studied further, especially as new devel-
opment is added. Finally, conversation on
the potential and desire for mass transit con-
necting Madison County to Indianapolis was
brought up in multiple communities.

“Looking ahead to the future
is paramount.”

Focus Group Meetings

Following the mobility conversation work-
shops, the planning team and Stakeholder
Committee identified seven topic areas for
additional targeted discussions to fill gaps in
input. Three to ten participants involved per-
sonally or professionally in the topic area were
invited to attend a focus group meeting. Con-
versations began with a brief overview of the
process before opening the discussion to con-
cerns, optimisms, and action items in today’s
transportation system. Finally, the discussion
shifted to focus more on the future as par-
ticipants reviewed different population and
growth projections that outlined three unique
development patterns that could potentially
impact the Anderson MPA.

» Roadway Corridor - Development could
occur along interstates and major
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arterial corridors like I-69, US36, SR9, and
SR13. Roadway corridor represents a fu-
ture where development mainly occurs
on greenfield, or previously undevel-
oped agricultural land, and is accessed
by major roadways.

« Infill & Redevelopment - Development
is integrated into existing communi-
ties by building on vacant parcels in
urban or suburban areas, and land uses
are intensified resulting in increased
densities.

« Waterfront Corridor - Development is
concentrated along the White River and
adjacent creeks. Office and industrial
development occur as a mix between
corridor and infill locations.

The participants were presented the projec-
tions and asked to consider the implications of
supporting each unique development pattern.
The planning team outlined the likely level of
growth, core industry focus, and other distinct
changes for each focus group to consider as
well. Discussion varied significantly between
each of the seven focus groups.

Vulnerable Road Users

This focus group discussed the importance of
the built environment for public health, safety,
and economic access. Participants highlighted
significant gaps in multimodal connectivity,
dangerous conditions for people biking and
walking, and infrastructure that prioritizes cars
over vulnerable road users, with intersections
posing the highest risk. There was strong
consensus that communities need protected
bike lanes, trails, Complete Streets and Vision
Zero policies, and strategic retrofits of existing
roads—especially major barriers like Scatter-
field in Anderson—to improve access to jobs
and daily destinations. Quick-build, pilot proj-
ects and tactical urbanism were identified as



effective ways to test safer designs, build a bike
culture, and shift toward a transportation sys-
tem that is safer, healthier, and more inclusive.
Finally, though each development pattern was
discussed, participants were heavily in favor
of the infill and redevelopment option, as the
ideal solution for vulnerable road users. How-
ever, they also noted that a fusion of Roadway
Corridor and Waterfront Corridor seemed the
most likely, with mass transit as the potential
bridge between scenarios.

Safety & Emergency Management

This focus group discussed ways to protect
people in the region when travelling through
the transportation system. Participants in-
cluded local, county, and state police; public
safety; emergency management; and towing
personnel. Discussion topics included con-
gestion, interstate pinch points, infrastructure
programming, and interactions with rail-
roads. Forecasting and strategic alignment
were deemed essential to support the future
transportation system and attendees specifi-
cally noted potential programs such as Traffic
Incident Management (TIM) and designated
detour routes during crashes for supporting
quick and safe traffic re-routing. Such pro-
grams would improve emergency response
coordination in the region, thereby enhancing
security.

Underserved Populations

This focus group discussed access to oppor-
tunities, essential services, and the disparate
impacts of transportation projects in the past.
Attendees noted the importance of con-
necting rural and urban communities, the
significance of libraries as central services,
strategic alignment across multiple orga-
nizations and communities to increase the
impact of future investment, scheduling and
access to public transit, and pedestrian safety.

Participants also discussed the opportunity
of ridesharing programs such as Uber and
Lyft to increase access to opportunities for
low-income populations but noted the im-
portance of policy to encourage supporting
these opportunities.

Transit

This focus group discussed ways to provide
local and regional transit connections from
neighborhoods to employment centers and
entertainment nodes. Community Hospital
Anderson developed its MedExpress program
to provide residents with a way to get to the
hospital after a survey determined that trans-
portation was one of the main barriers keeping
people from getting healthcare. Attendees
discussed the gap in transit service and impli-
cations for residents, including the opportunity
for a mass transit connection to Indianapolis.
Other discussion topics included developing a
transit access plan, carpooling opportunities,
identifying best practices, and transit educa-
tion programs.

Freight & Logistics

This focus group discussed the importance
of the movement of goods across the trans-
portation system. Discussion topics included
train grade conflict points, multi-jurisdictional
coordination, distracted driving concerns,
workforce support, and ensuring that infra-
structure is maintained. Attendees directly
noted the pros and cons of CAVs for the truck-
ing industry by discussing major impacts to
personnel as well as expected safety and effi-
ciency improvements.

Business & Development

This focus group discussed the various
communities across the region and their dif-
ferences in development. Attendees noted
the rapid residential growth in the Southwest
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subregion and its impact on small towns such
as Fortville and Pendleton, including the trans-
portation issues that have emerged in these
areas. When discussing development pat-
terns, attendees noted the lack of regional or
community policies counteracting the ease
of greenfield development, and the resulting
automobile reliance. In addition, attendees
provided insight into homebuilding trends,
the economic impact of the Anderson Airport,
leveraging railroad connections, and exploring
the cost of utilities and permitting fees.

Innovation & Technology

This focus group discussed emerging tech-
nologies that bring mobility into the 21st
century and beyond. Discussion topics includ-
ed the Pacers Bikeshare Program, funding
mechanisms for supporting new technolo-
gy, return-on-investment for public funding,
potential private partnerships for innovation,
and electrification of vehicles such as BRT and
carshare. Attendees agreed that even high
growth projections around connected and au-
tonomous vehicles need to focus on increasing
density and encouraging mixed-use develop-
ment to reduce overall reliance on vehicles for
mobility.

These comments provided the planning team
with more robust understanding on the topi-
cal areas and how the community experiences
existing challenges. These small stakeholder
discussions encouraged in-depth insight, as
well as highlighting specific areas of concern
for short-term programmatic and long-term
policy changes. In addition to high-level

More than -I 04 comments
& thoughts provided by
stakeholders at the focus
group discussions
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discussions, the planning team gained input
on existing priority issue areas to concentrate
improvements and align with the needs of
various professional groups.

Mobile Engagement

In addition to structured public engage-
ment like the Mobility Conversations and
Focus Group meetings, MCCOG solicited in-
put by attending existing events and public
gatherings. These mobile engagement oppor-
tunities encouraged participation by taking
the conversation to the public in a nonstan-
dard setting and allowed for the formulation
of talking points to use in future engagement
activities.

Although these engagements were hosted
throughout the process, most occurred near
the beginning due to the availability of annual
summer events. A range of activities were con-
ducted at each Mobile Engagement, which
allowed participants to spend as little or as
much time providing input as they liked. The
planning team used both paper and online
surveys to identify existing challenges and op-
portunities, while also gathering demographic
and background information from each par-
ticipant. In addition, mapping activities gave
participants an opportunity to identify specific
conflict locations or best practice examples
for mobility in the region. These discussions
reinforced focus areas for organizing the plan
and identified potential strategies to support
the mission, vision, and goal statements. Each
individual engagement provided additional
insight into public opinions and priorities, as
well as directly connected participants to the
process by supporting onsite registration as-
sistance into the MindMixer platform.

Mobile Engagement opportunities were
convenient for taking activities and surveys



directly to the public. Over 400 individuals
participated in these events and provided
hundreds of comments.

Community Hospital Anderson

The planning team coordinated two mobile
engagement opportunities at Community
Hospital Anderson (CHA). CHA is one of the
largest employers in the Anderson MPA, and
the Stakeholder Committee indicated a key
interest in the transportation system’s connec-
tion to health. Participants were intercepted
in the CHA cafeteria during the lunch and 3rd
shift break periods. Results focused on the lack
of sidewalk and trail connections around the
hospital campus and the importance of mass
transit connections to the Indianapolis region
for supporting hospital and treatment con-
nections. The 3rd shift was actively engaged
to provide input on the system from a unique
perspective and represented an opportunity
to hear from community members who do
not typically have the option to attend public
meetings. Discussion with participants fo-
cused on the need for lighting as a protective
measure for 3rd shift commuters.

Fortville Summer Concert Series

The Town of Fortville hosts a series of concerts
in Landmark Park near downtown Fortville.
The planning team attended the final con-
cert of the summer to gather additional input
on the transportation system and bring at-
tention to the planning process. Residents
expressed concern about US-36, denoting the
high speeds and lacking pedestrian safety. Dis-
cussion further highlighted US-36 as a barrier
separating the north and south portions of
the community.

Madison County 4-H Fair

The planning team hosted an engagement
opportunity during the Madison County 4-H

Fair. The week-long event provided oppor-
tunities to gather input and promote the
ongoing Mobility Conversations. Partnering
with the Comprehensive Plan team allowed
for discussions to cover a broad range of topics
that impact transportation like land use and
drainage issues. Input received for both dis-
cussions and the mapping activity focused on
the importance of maintenance for roadways,
sidewalks, and trails.

“We are planning for the
future of our prosperity.”

Elwood Glass Festival

The 48th annual Elwood Class Festival was
hosted in mid-August 2019 in Elwood’s Cal-
laway Park. The event is an arts, crafts, and
entertainment tribute to the unique hand-
blown art glass produced in Elwood since the
gas boom nearly 100 years ago. One notable
interaction from the event was a discussion
with an individual who uses a wheelchair. He
provided the planning team with a lot of in-
sight into sidewalk and curb ramp issues as
well as the vital role of mobility in supporting
independence. Other discussions from the
event focused on system safety for all road
users and access to rural transit opportunities
for people without a reliable vehicle.

Madison County Health Fair

The Madison County Health Fair varied some-
what from previous mobile engagements. The
event is sponsored by the Madison County
Health Department and the Madison County
Department of Human Resources. Activities
focused on the nexus between the built en-
vironment and public health by comparing
development types and their associated walk
access levels. Posters showed the approximate
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percentage of the population within a
five-minute walk to various locations like parks,
schools, and hospitals for each of three devel-
opment types: interstate, infill, redevelopment.
After reviewing the comparisons, participants
were asked a series of questions, such as what
development patterns they expect to see,
what they want to see, and why they want
to see it. Although most participants expect
to see growth continue near the interstate,
the vast majority noted a preference for infill
development as the most cost-effective and
health-supporting option. As the first introduc-
tion to exploratory land use planning within
the process, this event was a major milestone
that helped craft further messaging later in
the process.

The survey and poster used during the Health
Fair can be found in the appendix.

Destination 2045

In March 2020, the planning team hosted Des-
tination 2045: A Community Summit on our
Region’s Future as the transition point from
today’s challenges to those that might be
faced over the next 25 years. Attendees were
updated on major themes from the public
engagement process to date and presented
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Figure 3.09: Polling Examples
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an overview of regional growth trends and
transportation issues before a keynote speaker
set the stage for thinking about the future. The
keynote speaker, Gabe Klein, directly discussed
impacts of technological advances for redefin-
ing how people experience the transportation
system and notable disruptions to consider
as part of the planning process. Group activ-
ities, live polling, and table discussions gave
attendees opportunities to provide feedback
on the guiding direction and identify invest-
ment priorities.

“We are starting to plan -
rather than just sprawl!”

Live Polling

The live online poll directed participants to
think about their daily experiences with lo-
cal and regional mobility. Questions included:
“What type of community do you live in?",
“Does your neighborhood have sidewalk
connections?’, “How do they get to work or
school?”, and “How long their commute is
among others?”. Then the poll shifted towards
thinking about future investments and how
they can influence existing concerns. Ques-
tions included: “What makes a strong quality
of place?”, “What initiatives would you support
to reduce emissions?”, and “How would you
invest $100 million in the transportation sys-
tem?”. Other polling examples can be found in
Figure 3.09. The final portion of the poll tested
the guiding structure of the MTP by present-
ing the draft mission, vision, and principle
statements developed with the Stakeholder
Committee. Participants were asked to rate
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Figure 3.10 Destination 2045

how much they support the existing state-
ments and identify what is missing.

Table Discussions

The second activity involved table discussions
about the online poll results and outlining spe-
cific action items that would enhance mobility.
Table discussions centered around three cen-
tral questions: “Did anything surprise you?”,
“Was there anything you found interesting?”,
and “What specific programs, policies, and
projects could enhance and strengthen the
mobility network?”. These discussions yielded
many unique comments about measuring
qguality of life factors of mobility, improving
safety for pedestrians and bicyclists, increasing
public involvement in mobility planning, and
defining the walkability factors of the region.

Regional Exhibition

Following Destination 2045, the guiding struc-
ture and initial key actions were established.
The Regional Exhibition was intended to pro-
vide an opportunity for the public to weigh
in on the initial action items. Though the Re-
gional Exhibition was planned as a series of
in-person meetings throughout the MPA, it
was redefined in the wake of the COVID-19
pandemic. Public input was gathered using
online activities that were available for the
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entire month of September 2020 through the
project website. The event was promoted by
multiple area newspapers, as well as targeted
social media campaigns to encourage maxi-
mum participation.

The online activities were organized into two
primary components. The first component
included an opportunity to review the draft
plan document and provide general com-
ments. A link to the document was provided
and updated periodically as comments were
incorporated. Participants were also provid-
ed with an interactive map of the Anderson
MPA to understand the regional context for
the MTP. Many participants were appreciative
of the plan direction and multiple opportuni-
ties for engagement throughout the process.
Improvements for Broadway Street and trail
extensions across Madison County represent-
ed a few specific projects that participants
supported. Others noted concerns that the
action list would cause traffic problems in al-
ready congested areas.

The second component asked participants
to identify priority actions for each of the four
action categories along with general feedback
on the types of actions. Participants could re-
view the entire list of actions with an optional
dropdown description of each individual ac-
tion. Participants were then asked to respond
to a series of four prompts to identify priorities
or missing projects from the listed actions.



The four prompts were repeated for each of
the categories:

« What are your top three priority infra-
structure actions?

» What are your top three priority non-in-
frastructure actions?

o Do these actions align with the future
vision for the region’s transportation
system?

« |s there anything missing from the ac-
tion recommendations?

Each category could be completed individ-
ually allowing for participants to return later
to finish the activities. Projects involving trail
connections or extensions were considered
among the top priorities such as the White
River Trail Extension Project and Beulah Park
Trail Construction Project. Priority programs
focused on identifying missing sidewalk con-
nections in neighborhoods and ensuring
appropriate safety measures for pedestrians
and bicyclists. Several participants noted a
general comment to assist smaller commu-
nities throughout the region. They felt that
all the actions represented opportunities to

With $100 million, how would you invest in our
transportation system?
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improve transportation but wanted to ensure
that connectivity between communities was
a focus for future investments.

The intent of the Regional Exhibition commu-
nicated the results of the planning process
through a preliminary list of actions. This en-
gagement opportunity allowed the public to
ensure that their input had been incorporated
into the draft plan and was representative of
the feedback, thoughts, and ideas that had
been gathered throughout the public engage-
ment process.

Action Item Prioritization Survey

The Action Item Prioritization Survey was
released to the general public in Septem-
ber 2020. The survey included action items
from the MTP that are discretionary and do
not have specific timelines for completion, as
opposed to actions with Federally mandated
update or adoption cycles. Respondents were
asked to rank action items according to what
they considered the highest to lowest prior-
ity within each of the 4 categories (Protect,
Move, Connect, and Educate). After ranking
within each category respondents were asked
to identify their top 3 most important actions
regardless of category. Prior to the survey re-
lease and following discussion with the CAC,
action item descriptions were simplified for
clarity and planning jargon was eliminated
to make the survey as accessible for all age
categories as possible.

Targeted outreach was conducted for the two
demographic groups that were underrepre-
sented in the public engagement process:
under 25-year-olds and people with limited
English proficiency (LEP). In addition to En-
glish, the survey was translated into Spanish,
as the most prominent language spoken in
limited English proficiency households, for
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distribution. MCCOG worked with a local co-
alition of organizations to expand outreach
efforts directly into the Spanish-speaking pop-
ulation. Additionally, MCCOG coordinated with
all high schools in the MPA that were willing to
directly distribute the survey link to students.

In addition to social media posts, flyers were
created in both English and Spanish to adver-
tise the survey by providing a link and QR code
for community members to directly access
it. These flyers were distributed around the
MPA at more than thirty locations including
groceries, restaurants, libraries, post offices,
civic buildings and churches. Particular atten-
tion was paid to distribute flyers and survey
information to primarily Spanish-speaking
congregations and in Mexican groceries in
the MPA.

Within the “Connect” category, respondents
strongly favored assisting local governments
in creating spaces that address issues of
accessibility and discrimination, as well as
coordinating various community plans to
work more cohesively. Action items regarding
the inventory, expansion, and completion of
sidewalk networks were also popular. In the
“Educate” category, respondents favored op-
tions that increase awareness of air pollution,
as well as reduce adverse effects on low-in-
come and minority communities. For the
“Move” category, the two favored actions both
involved cross-county connections: commu-
nity members expressed a desire for a rural
bus service that traverses county lines, and to
make it easier to take advantage of carpooling
by connecting users and providing designat-
ed lots to carpool from. Finally, the “Protect”
category was dominated by the desire for
policies that require developers to accom-
modate multi-modal forms of transportation,
as well as initiatives that incorporate health
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considerations into the planning process and
increase safety by reducing the number of
driveways on high traffic roads.

Overall, actions incorporating air pollution,
accessibility, and non-discrimination were
consistently ranked high within individual
categories, as well as within the top 3 priority
question. Open-ended responses generally
favored safety improvements, greater local
connections, system maintenance, and transit
investments. Survey results clearly articulated
the values of the community and the direction
it wants to head by 2050.
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Safety Concerns & Prioritization

Public outreach efforts included participation
in existing events, activities, and meetings
within the Anderson region, as well as estab-
lishing an online presence. An online hub was
launched during the process to allow the pub-
lic to follow plan development and participate
in surveys and digital activities. The first vision
survey asked for feedback on a vision state-
ment and what the plan should cover. 76%
of respondents said distracted driving (cell
phones) should be a focus. The prioritization
survey asked participants to rank proposed
plans, programs, and policies from highest to
lowest. The overall top three actions were: 1)
Safe Routes to School, 2) Speed Limit Setting,
and 3) Rural Intersection Review. The Protect
2030 safety hub is a tool for tracking plan im-

plementation, accessing crash metrics, and
providing public feedback.

-I 4 unigque responses
refining the
recommendations of the MTP

Public Workshop

A public workshop was held in July 2026 at An-
derson Public Library to obtain public feedback
on the inMotion 2050 update. It was advertised
through social media and the MPO’s com-
mittee newsletter. Attendees were given a
summary of MTP updates and asked to com-
plete a prioritization survey ranking actions
in the Protect, Connect, Move and Educate
categories. Additionally, they participated in a
funding activity where they distributed $1,000
to infrastructure priorities. This ran alongside
a similar survey posted to the inMotion public
input website.

The most highly ranked “Connect” actions
emphasize sidewalk connectivity, transit, and
inter-agency coordination. In the “Educate”
category, respondents favored options that
reduce unfair impacts on low-income and
minority communities, improve government
coordination, and explore different future sce-
narios in planning. For the “Move” category the
preferred actions were to coordinate public
transit to connect workers to jobs and to study

Non-Infrastructure Actions
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the possibility of transit to Indianapolis. In the
“Protect” category, policy that require devel-
opers to accommodate multi-modal forms
of transportation was strongly preferred over
all else. Overall, there was a strong preference
for policies that promote transit, and devel-
opment of sidewalks and other multimodal
amenities. A similar preference was reflected
in the funding activity, where public transit
received the second most amount of fund-
ing. However, surprisingly respondents gave
a greater amount of funding to the beautifi-
cation of streetscape.

Online Engagement

Throughout the planning process, in-person
events and conversations were duplicated
online to gather additional input from those
unable to attend public engagement oppor-
tunities. Several methods were utilized to allow
the public to ask questions, respond to spe-
cific survey items, promote ideas/actions, and

Madison County Council of Governments » 2050 inMation Update o

About Survey Pl Survey P2 User Demographics

@& x
@,
2050 inMotion Update
2050 inMotion is the Mefropolitan Transportation Pian for the Anderson Region (which includes all of Madison

County, as well as Dakeville and Forville). The MTP fays eut goals and prionties for regional-level transpordation
spending over the next 25 years

2050 inMotion Public Open House

See where the project is at in the overall process timeline:

Develop scope

Rt

Update planning assumptions

f.‘l.i_rJ:I. \.': g conditions o us Uhe 2020 decennial Census of more recent American Community
Figure 3.13 publicinput.com/2050inMotion
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engage with other people participating in the
planning process.

MindMixer was an online platform used for
public engagement. MindMixer provided a
location for members of the public to follow
the planning process and provide input mir-
roring in-person events. In addition, a website
was developed to link visitors to the Mind-
Mixer platform as well as provide copies of
various materials, information sources, and
documents. The website provided a forum to
connect communities to the process through
updates to upcoming events, online surveys,
discussion forums, and a resource center for all
reports, presentations, and agendas developed
throughout the process. Online engagement
opportunities supplemented in-person events
by allowing people to offer their input if they
were unable to attend an event, which ensured
everyone could participate in a way that was
convenient for their schedules. Social media
outlets like Facebook supplemented Mind-
Mixer and generated discussion around core
topics of in-person meetings.

« MindMixer - 4,000 total page views
on MindMixer connecting people to
the MTP.

o Facebook - 8300+ people reached
through Facebook posts and
engagement.

» Project Website - 100+ people identified
their opportunities and challenges for
mobility in the region.

Each of these online engagement opportuni-
ties served an important role in increasing the
accessibility of public engagement. The plan-
ning team used diverse online tools to gather
additional feedback on in-person meeting
prompts about community strengths and
opportunities.



The Public Input site for the inMotion 2050
update was created in June 2026 to gather
input on updates to the plan. Public input is a
platform designed for hosting local public en-
gagement efforts. The website was publicized
on social media and through email outreach
to stakeholders. The site collected feedback on
community priorities in relation to infrastruc-
ture and non-infrastructure actions, as well
as general public comments. Respondents
strongly favored policy that encourages walk-
ing and biking, safety (particularly for children
walking to school), and improvement of traffic
flow.

Input & Involvement

The combination of events, activities, and lo-
cations aimed to collect feedback from the
public to align transportation investments
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with need while providing an educational
opportunity to better understand the MTP’s
role. Throughout the planning process, par-
ticipants at events and meetings were asked
to complete exit questionnaires to track event
effectiveness and participant demographics.
Moving forward, this information will help
identify target populations where any repre-
sentation gaps exist and indicate the most
effective methods for involvement.

The graphics in Figure 3.12 show various de-
mographics of participants involved in the
development of this plan. Reviewing the de-
mographics indicates most of the participants
were female, an underrepresented group in
standard planning processes. Comparing
age and race distributions to those collected
through the American Community Survey
(ACS) illustrates a relatively balanced level of
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input from each race category. The targeted
outreach conducted as part of the Action Item
Prioritization Survey resulted in an oversam-
pling of 15- to 24-year-olds and shifted the age
distribution of participants to a more balanced
level. Finally, it is typically difficult to gain input
from new residents, yet 20% of 2050 inMotion
participants have lived in the region for less
than 5 years.

The public engagement process for 2050 in-
Motion included:

Hours of Conversation - 200+ hours of conver-
sation occurred during in-person workshops
and events. Additional discussion happened
online, which laid the foundation for count-
less more conversations about the Anderson
MPA's future.

Spreading the Word - Over 30% of partici-
pants heard about one or more events through
Facebook, Instagram, or Twitter. This revealed
a valuable online engagement opportunity to
notify the public of events and may continue
supporting future engagement.

9 7% of participants

stated they would continue
to participate

Participant Satisfaction - 99% of process
participants felt their input was heard and re-
corded. Ensuring everyone was included and
comfortable providing their input allowed the
planning team to gather thousands of unique
comments.

Facebook Polling - 700+ individuals provid-
ed responses to Destination 2045 prompts
through the organization’'s Facebook account.

Website Participation - Over 400 individual
survey forms were completed through the
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process website, which built upon feedback
obtained during in-person events by providing
an alternative format to completing engage-
ment activities.

Input was collected from a diverse and in-
clusive representation of the region with
additional opportunities to seek feedback in
the future. Providing multiple events across
the MPA is essential to public engagement
given the size and diversity of its commu-
nities. Online platforms were important for
expanding participation options and making
participation easily accessible to those unable
to attend in-person events. This also formed
a communication network for the process by
using previous or active participants to further
engage the community. Balancing in-person
events with online opportunities is an import-
ant strategy for future public engagement and
will allow efforts to build off the foundation
established by 2050 inMotion.

While the scheduled in-person events were
well attended, mobile events taking place
during other community events also proved
to be an effective method for expanding
outreach. The events held during the Mad-
ison County 4-H Fair, Elwood Glass Festival,
and Madison County Health Fair were espe-
cially beneficial for gathering feedback by
aligning engagement opportunities with
entertainment and recreational activities in
the community. Coordinating opportunities
with local governments will also strengthen
MCCOG's presence in the community, build-
ing upon previous engagement to develop a
robust public network.

Social media served as a critical communica-
tion and engagement platform throughout
the entire process. AlImost one-third of par-
ticipants at in-person events heard about it
through Facebook, Twitter, or Nextdoor mobile



applications. This communication method
was the most direct line to the public with
word-of-mouth being second. In addition,
Facebook was a forum for stimulating dis-
cussions around major themes, challenges,
and action recommendations that directly
shaped the plan. Future engagement events
should continue leveraging social media for
communication and outreach by partnering
with local organizations to assist in commu-
nicating future engagement opportunities.
Communication strategies connecting social
media platforms and engagement activities
will enhance public feedback while continuing
to refine mobility improvements for the region.

Continuing the Conversation

Although this chapter highlights the key
engagements that have informed the 2050
inMotion planning document, it is expected
that conversations and public involvement
will continue in other processes beyond the
plan adoption. It is considered a living doc-
ument that should be updated on a regular
basis. Over time, this document will evolve and
adapt depending on changes, challenges, and
opportunities that may occur in the future. The
intent of a living document is to encourage
continuous conversation on how investments
can enhance or complete essential portions of
the transportation system. MCCOG welcomes
all feedback on defining the roadmap for the
future and will continue to engage the public
to discuss how to connect the region.
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Disrupting the
Direction

Transportation systems throughout the world
are continually reshaped by disruptions in
technology, demographics, and other emerg-
ing issues in society. Innovations including
Transportation Network Companies (TNCs),
bike and scooter rental programs, and the first
stages of car automation are becoming more
prevalent, requiring changes in how trans-
portation systems must operate and how
decision-making can influence a community’s
adaptability. Across the country, an aging and
migrating population poses new challeng-
es for physical and economic accessibility in
transportation.

Many of the disruptions identified above
have already reached the Anderson MPA. This
chapter will examine existing and potential
disruptions to the transportation system and
identify some critical concerns that must be
acknowledged and incorporated into this
plan’s recommendations.
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Transformative Technologies

Transportation Network Companies
(TNC)

TNCs like Uber and Lyft match passengers with
vehicles and drivers to arrange rides on short
notice. Since 2012, these companies have de-
veloped mobile phone applications to connect
users with rides, which has had a dramatic im-
pact on mobility. TNCs are convenient for users
for whom driving is not an option, whether
by choice or circumstances. Vehicles arrive
on demand and passengers can choose any
pick-up or drop-off location instead of walk-
ing to a station like traditional transit options.
TNCs can supplement the coverage of public
transportation and serve as a “first mile, last
mile” solution in cases where transit stops are
far from the desired destination.

However, the trade-off for convenience is
cost. The average cost-per-mile for a passen-
ger using a TNC is between $0.65 and $2.00,
compared to $0.26 for public transportation®.
TNCs cannot currently be considered equita-
ble replacements for public transportation,
even though shared autonomous vehicles may
reduce fares in the future.

Early expectations were that TNCs would re-
duce traffic by encouraging ridesplitting or
ridesharing. This practice is like carpooling
where rides are shared, and costs are divided
among passengers. However, ridesplitting only
accounts for a portion of TNC trips. More re-
cent research finds that TNCs increase traffic,
especially in city centers. One study found that
between 2010 and 2016, hours of traffic delay
increased 62% compared to 22% in a hypo-
thetical scenario without TNCs®. Another factor
contributing to traffic is deadheading or out-
of-service movement between trips. In San
Francisco, 20% of TNC traffic is out of service®.

TNCs, like taxi services, also disrupt traffic flow
in curb lanes during pick-ups and drop-offs.

TNCs may not impact the Anderson MPA on
the same level as larger cities like New York
and San Francisco, but it is still important to
plan for these changes. Some governments
regulate or ban TNCs, but infrastructural
changes can help accommodate them bet-
ter. These changes may include designated
areas for pick-up and drop-off or investing in
premium public transportation and relying on
TNCs for first-mile, last-mile trips.
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Connected and Autonomous
Vehicles

Connected and Autonomous Vehicles (CAVs)
are expected to significantly affect the trans-
portation system’s future. Autonomous
vehicles are commonly referred to as self-driv-
ing cars; however, automation can occur at
different levels of capability (see Figure 4.01).
New vehicles are now regularly including level
1 and 2 assistance, while level 3 has recently
entered the market in limited capacities. The
highest level of automation would be a system
that can drive a car independently in all con-
ditions, but no model currently being tested is
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Figure 4.01: Levels of Automation
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fully automated in all locations and conditions.
CAVs are expected to improve safety as well as
efficiency, since most crashes are caused by
human error®, though there are concerns with
the impact on bicycle and pedestrian traffic.

It is less clear how CAVs will impact land use.
Shared autonomous vehicles could reduce the
need for parking, because after dropping off
one passenger, a car could simply move on to
pick up another. If this occurs, communities
could eliminate or reduce parking require-
ments, which in turn allows for densification
and infill of downtown areas. Conversely,
eliminating the need to drive would enable
commuters to live further away from home,
therefore incentivizing sprawl development. In
addition, CAVs could contribute to increases
in traffic with “deadheading” or idle travel be-
tween passengers like TNCs. The timeline for
continued automation and the overall impact
of CAVs is still uncertain. However, planners
and policymakers should acknowledge the
likelihood that CAVs will drastically affect the
urban landscape.

Personal Rapid Transit

Personal Rapid Transit (PRT) combines desir-
able aspects of both public transportation and
personal vehicles. Like many public transit sys-
tems, PRT follows a relatively fixed route along
a track network. However, PRT trips are spe-
cialized by the requests of individuals or small
groups of passengers. A fleet of low capacity
“podcars” offers a more private, less congested
alternative to conventional public transit. Ide-
ally, the low weight of individual pods makes
both the vehicles and their supporting infra-
structure less expensive and visually obtrusive
to build.

Today, there are less than a dozen PRT systems
worldwide, including examples in The United



Kingdom, South Korea, and the United Arab
Emirates. There are no city-wide examples yet,
but the largest example in the country is lo-
cated at the University of West Virginia.

Electric Vehicles

The first electric cars were produced as early
as the 1880s, but they were soon replaced by
gasoline-powered vehicles. In recent decades,
electric vehicles have returned and are now
more popular and accessible than ever. In Indi-
ana, the combination of hybrid electric, battery
electric, and plug-in hybrid electric vehicles
accounted for nearly 20% of the fleet mix in
2024. Despite higher upfront costs than diesel
or petrol cars, electric cars are cheaper to own
and run. Local and federal governments across
the globe have pushed legislation to incentiv-
ize electric vehicle use. Major manufacturers
like General Motors, Ford, Volvo, and Honda/
Nissan have set ambitious goals for drastical-
ly increasing electric vehicle production by
2030/2035. Similarly, companies like Amazon,
FedEx, and DHL are targeting 50-70% fleet
transitions to electric vehicles by 2030. The I1JA
established a national target to increase the
availability of charging infrastructure.
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Electric cars produce little to no air pollution
when running and, thus, will reduce depen-
dence on fossil fuels. However, reduction
depends on which resources are used to pro-
duce energy in the existing power grid. While
Madison County has expanded its renewable
energy yield in recent years, Indiana is still one
of the top five states in the share of energy
produced from coal. Coal accounted for 70%
of the state’s energy use in 2018’. For electric
vehicles to reach their greatest environmen-
tal potential, their use must be paired with
renewable energy production.

Shared Micromobility Systems

Micromobility, a category of transportation
that includes very light, low-occupancy vehi-
cles like electric scooters (e-scooters), electric
skateboards, shared bicycles, and electric
pedal assisted bicycles (e-bikes), has been
rapidly introduced and expanded across the
globe. The US Bureau of Transportation Statis-
tics (BTS) has specifically tracked bicycle and
e-scooter sharing systems since 2015 and the
National Association of City Transportation
Officials (NACTO) has released eight Shared
Micromobility Reports since 2016. These sys-
tems exploded in popularity until 2020, when a
number of providers suspended operations or

)
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closed permanently in response to COVID-19.
However, they have rebounded over the last
few years, with NACTO indicating pre-pandem-
ic levels were reached by 2023 and another 13%
growth was achieved by the end of 2025.

Shared micromobility systems generally in-
clude docked bikeshare, dockless bikeshare,
and dockless e-scooters. Though bikeshare
systems have existed in some form since
1965, recent innovations in anti-theft tech-
nology, integration with mobile applications,
and introduction of dockless programs have
made the programs more accessible and
user-friendly. Both dockless bikeshare and
dockless e-scooter programs provide addi-
tional flexibility because users don’'t have to
return the device to a specific location. How-
ever, dockless systems can be controversial
because bikes and scooters are often left in
sidewalks and other public rights-of-way ob-
structing pedestrian and parking spaces, as
well as limiting Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) accessibility.

Nevertheless, shared micromobility pro-
grams are a vital opportunity to expand
mobility options and reduce car emissions.
To accommodate these systems, cities have
implemented new bike infrastructure like bike
lanes, docking stations, and designated dock-
less drop-off areas in the public right-of-way,
as well as launching education and outreach
campaigns for using them. In Indiana, the In-
dianapolis Pacers Bikeshare Program is the
largest and most popular system with over
50 docking stations. Carmel, Bloomington,
and Valparaiso also have shared micromobility
systems and could be beneficial communities
to learn from.



Transportation Security

As transportation technologies continue to
evolve, protecting the systems that support
mobility has become an increasingly import-
ant aspect of planning. Connected vehicles
and infrastructure, intelligent transportation
systems, and digital communications create
new opportunities to improve mobility but
also introduce new security risks.

Maintaining secure and flexible informa-
tion technology systems helps ensure the
continuity of transportation operations, emer-
gency response, and public services. One of
the MPO'’s vital roles in security is the hosting
and maintenance of Madison County's E911
database, which provides first responders
with routing, address information, and fire
hydrant locations. As the state transitions
to NG911, Madison County will be adopting
NG911 as well. Making enhancements to the
community's 911 database strengthens local
security by supporting incident response. It is
also necessary groundwork for potential future
efforts to institute a coordinated Traffic Inci-
dent Management Program.

Developing Demographics

Factors that shape the landscape of mobility
involve technology as well as people. The US
has witnessed economic and cultural chang-
es in education, workforce participation, and
housing trends. The youngest generations are
now slower to enter the job market and have
children, leaving gaps in the job market. Retir-
ing Americans, soon to outnumber youth, have
pressing concerns for physical accessibility in
transportation. Demographic and population
shifts pose unique challenges and opportu-
nities for the Midwest. Culturally, there is a
shift in how Americans view and participate
in mobility, because there is less dependence
on cars for both financial and environmental

reasons. To adapt transportation resources for
the future, there is a consistent, fundamental
need for effective, accessible options in the
way people move.

Generational Trends

Two recent generations, Millennials (born be-
tween 1981 and 1996) and Generation Z (born
between 1997 and 2013), have entered the job
market and impacted the landscape of mobil-
ity. These generations face unique challenges,
such as the Great Recession of 2008, which
left Millennials the most indebted generation.
These issues make young adults more reluc-
tant to have children, purchase cars, or own
homes than prior generations at comparable
ages.

This economically precarious situation has
changed the state of housing in the US and
consequently, the needs of a transportation
system. According to the 2024 ACS, nearly a
third of American households are burdened
by the cost of housing, meaning that hous-
ing costs consumed more than 30% of their
household income. A populace with trouble
finding affordable housing is more likely to
commute further to get to work. In addition,
as housing prices continue to rise in the City of
Indianapolis, people are incentivized to move
further from the central city into exurban
communities to secure affordable housing.
In recent years, this exurban expansion has
directly affected the population growth of the
Southwest subregion of the Anderson MPA.

Teenagers are increasingly delaying applying
for drivers’ licenses, as well as foregoing their
application altogether®. Younger generations
are more likely to favor a car-free lifestyle.
During the inMotion 2050 public engagement
process, stakeholders and respondents were
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chiefly interested in greater pedestrian and
bicycle amenities like multi-use trails.

Nationwide Migration Patterns

In the past few years, national trends have
shown the fastest population growth in the
southern states of Texas, Florida, North Caro-
lina, South Carolina, and Virginia. Among the
fifteen fastest-growing cities in the US, twelve
were in the South and three were in the West’.
This geographic range represents the Sun Belt,
a region that has steadily grown in population
since the 1960s. However, Midwestern cities
have not seen the same rates of growth. With-
in Indiana, the fastest-growing counties are
those in or surrounding major cities including
Indianapolis, Carmel, Fort Wayne, and Lafay-
ette, which shows that people are increasingly
favoring urban areas over rural areas.

Aging Populations

Population age is expected to increase na-
tionwide. According to American Community
Survey estimates, the median age in 2024 was
38.9 years. This is an increase of 0.7 years from
2020, when the median age was 38.2. As fewer
children are born, the average age is shifting
higher. This is true in Indiana as well, especially
since trends point to population increase slow-
ing or stagnating in the Midwest as compared
to other regions in the country.

In the coming years, it is expected that the
population of the MPA will continue to grow
older. The growth of grand families or kinship
families, in which children are primarily raised
by grandparents, creates further need for old-
er adults to be mobile so they can access a
variety of resources to support childcare. In
addition, strengthening pedestrian infra-
structure and expanding ADA compliance
in pedestrian rights-of-way must become a
priority to support these aging populations.
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The American Association of Retired Persons
(AARP) recommends that local governments
adopt a Complete Streets policy to ensure that
considerations are made for pedestrians, bi-
cyclists, and other vulnerable road users in
transportation projects’. These policies are
important for older users, as many older adults
will reach a stage in which they can no longer
drive, and safe pedestrian access will provide
alternative transportation options and support
independence.

In addition, improving transit including the
City of Anderson Transportation System (CATS)
and Transportation for Rural Areas of Madison
County (TRAM) can connect those who can-
not drive or walk to resources outside their
neighborhood. The National Science and Tech-
nology Council advocates that transit be made
more age-friendly both through the design of
infrastructure and route navigation consider-
ations'. For example, adopting a real-time bus
app can alleviate the confusion of using the
CATS system for residents and visitors. CATS
system users have cited their unfamiliarity with
the schedule as a primary barrier to utilizing
transit.

Older adults who drive may also have re-
duced vision and/or a slower reaction time.
To support their mobility, the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) recommends a set
of specific design guidelines known as the
Handbook for Designing Roadways for the
Aging Population. These guidelines identify
design alterations that can make roads easier
for older adults to use, such as preferred lane
widths or increased visibility of striping and
signhage.

Extreme Weather Events

Average temperatures are expected to rise
across the State of Indiana in the coming years.
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While this may seem like a positive change
in some ways, there are many negative im-
plications. In a public heath context, warmer
temperatures raise concerns about more ex-
treme heat events and heat-related death.
Furthermore, deteriorating local air quality
can exacerbate individual health problems.
Transportation infrastructure may experi-
ence more wear due to increased annual
precipitation and higher temperatures, which

Figure 4.04: Past Rise in Temperature!’®

increases maintenance costs. Finally, as floods
become more frequent, it will be important
to plan for alternative routes and other safety
considerations.

Temperature

Extreme heat events threaten public health
because they result in fatalities either due to
the heat itself, or due to preexisting conditions
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worsened by the heat. For example, those who
have asthma or allergies may have their health
worsened by the increased pollen that accom-
panies a longer allergy season, and increase
in ground-level particulate matter can trigger
asthma or heart attacks. In addition to heat,
greater rainfall is expected, which may create
conditions that promote pathogens and dis-
ease vectors like mosquitoes®. The immediate
health effects of excessive heat and poor air
quality are problematic because they could
also discourage road users from choosing to
walk or bike to their destinations. Reducing
car trips is an important part of lowering emis-
sions but deteriorating outdoor conditions
could counteract governmental and commu-
nity efforts to reach this goal.

Rainfall

Extreme rainfall and flooding can lead to water
contamination due to the combined sewer
overflow systems common to the area. Many
rural residents rely on wells for drinking wa-
ter, which can become contaminated during
heavy precipitation. Since some communities
in the Anderson MPA are located within or
directly adjacent to floodplains, this is a pri-
mary concern. Average annual precipitation
in the state is expected to increase by 6-8% by
mid-century, with most precipitation expected
to occur in winter and spring®. Increased rain-
fall and snowfall lead to more flooding, a risk
which should not be ignored. Floods may cut
off transportation routes, affecting the mobility
of private road users, commercial freight, and
first responders. Communities must gauge
their level of risk and plan detour and evacu-
ation routes as appropriate, as well as prepare
systems of effective communication so the
public receives warnings about local hazards.

102 | MCCOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan

Trees & Plants

The role of the urban treescape is not often
considered in conversations about walkabili-
ty, but it may become more important in the
future. An extensive urban forest can provide
shade and combat the urban heat island ef-
fect that renders urban populations most
vulnerable to heat events. Trees and vegeta-
tion offer not only shade but also directly cool
through evapotranspiration—the process of
absorbing water through roots and evaporat-
ing through leaves. Additionally, trees act as
natural filters to remove pollutants and have
positive air quality benefits®®. However, certain
tree species may be threatened. Plant popu-
lations are expected to shift, and some tree
species including those commonly planted
in Midwestern urban contexts are expected to
die off or migrate out of the region over time
due to changes in temperature and precipi-
tation*. Urban foresters and park managers
should be prepared for this scenario by taking
into consideration what amount and in which
locations the treescape is most at risk, what
steps must be taken to mitigate that risk, and
whether alternate tree species should be con-
sidered for new plantings.

Infrastructure Maintenance

The possibility of more extreme weather cy-
cles, including increased heat as well as snow
and rain indicates that there will be greater
wear on infrastructure®. Bridge structures are
especially sensitive to extreme rainfall. Over-
loaded streams and rivers can cause erosion, or
bridge scour, around piers, which is a common
cause of bridge failure. A simple preparatory
step that communities can take to address
these potential issues is creating an inventory
of transportation assets.

Preservation of critical structures such as
bridges is vital for security as well. Developing



and maintaining a comprehensive invento-
ry of transportation assets allows agencies to
identify critical facilities, assess vulnerabilities,
prioritize security enhancements, and allocate
resources to protect the transportation net-
work while supporting rapid response and
recovery when disruptions occur.

COVID-19 Impacts

From mid-March to August 2020, the State
of Indiana was under a stay-at-home order
because of COVID-19. During these months,
the public was advised to remain at home and
avoid contact with others except for perform-
ing essential tasks. As a result, many workers
began telecommuting and many more were
furloughed or lost their jobs altogether. Exac-
erbating the housing affordability issues noted
above, COVID-19 also sparked a mass migra-
tion known as the Great Reshuffle. Increases in
telecommuting and lay-offs led to a significant
number of people moving to different cities,
states, or countries.

Travel during this period was greatly reduced
because of these limitations and provides a
unique opportunity for further study on dis-
ruptive trends. Studies to understand impacts
on the transportation system continue to be
released. Though in this case the disruption
was a public health issue, similar reductions in
travel might occur in any emergency scenario
where people are advised to shelter in place.
For example, if people are required to shel-
ter in place because of deteriorating outdoor
conditions, their travel might be affected in a
similar manner.

In addition to gaining insight for situations
where people are advised to shelter in place,
COVID-19 travel levels could be used to ad-
just analysis assumptions for future scenarios

with population losses and reductions in com-
muting due to increased telecommuting. By
studying the effects of COVID-19, decision
makers could be better informed about con-
ditions in a wide range of scenarios and be
further prepared if a similar crisis occurs again.

Summary

Extrapolating past trends can form a basis
for what to expect in the future, but the MPA
must be prepared for novel disruptions as
well. In most cases, the extent of their effects
or their exact impacts on the transportation
system are uncertain. However, based on cur-
rent knowledge, communities should consider
some likely outcomes to prepare for those
impacts.

For example, the availability and use of auton-
omous vehicles will likely increase significantly
over the next five to ten years. In combination
with TNC services, these new technologies may
drastically change the future of the transporta-
tion system. In the future, the automobile may
evolve from being chiefly personal property
that sits idle most of the time into a shared,
continuously running service, though it re-
mains to be seen whether shared autonomous
vehicles can compare with public transit in
terms of affordability and access.

As the population’s average age increases,
more care must be taken to ensure access for
older adults. Mobility for all ages can be better
supported by investing in trails and pedestrian
infrastructure, adopting Complete Streets poli-
cies, ensuring ADA compliance, and designing
roadways to increase pedestrian safety. Conse-
guently, many of these changes also support
a climate that attracts amenities that younger
generations prefer.
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Testing the Direction

While Chapter 2 establishes the existing con-
ditions for the Anderson region, this chapter
establishes the assumed future conditions that
allow us to test the direction of 2050 inMotion.
We define the level and location of population
and employment change between 2020 and
2050, as well as incorporating high-level de-
mographic and industry shifts. The result is a
projection of the people, places, and activity
distributed across the region to test proposed
transportation system improvements and de-
termine overall performance.

MPOs incorporate planning assumptions
into a travel demand model (TDM) to forecast
trends and estimate future transportation sys-
tem needs. The TDM uses zonal forecasts to
see how changes in population and employ-
ment can impact transportation metrics like
VMT, transit ridership, congestion, air quality,
and safety. The primary purpose of the travel
demand analysis is to provide insights into
traffic impacts and capacity needs for the An-
derson region as it undergoes household and
employment change.

The following sections introduce the TDM,
describe the role of localized knowledge in
forecasting, and illustrate how population and
employment could be distributed across the
region in the future. Finally, while this illus-
trates one approach to testing the direction,
there are limitations and potential future en-
hancements to consider beyond this effort.
The future condition developed and described
represents one potential outcome with many
possible disruptions that should be further
investigated in the future.



Travel Demand Model

The MCCOG TDM, Prometheus, is an advanced
4-step model used to estimate future trips and
changes in transportation system usage. In
Prometheus, trips are generated based on the
characteristics of an area called the travel anal-
ysis zone (TAZ), then split by the mode used (i.e.
drive alone, carpool, walk-bike, or transit), dis-
tributed to other zones, and, finally, assigned
to the transportation network. The current
version, updated in 2026, uses a pre-COVID
2020 base year. Note: it is standard practice
for the base year to be 5-10 years before the
current year, due to limited data availability
like Census release delays, infrequent house-
hold travel surveys, and cyclical traffic count
collection. Further, this allows planners to test

forecasts by comparing against more current

data (i.e, a 2020 base model could forecast to
2025 to give planners an idea of how well or
poorly it represents known conditions if being
applied in 2026).

For the purposes of this chapter, the focus is
on TAZs and the integration of socio-economic
forecasts. The TAZs in Prometheus cover 15
counties in Central Indiana with three levels
of sensitivity and detail:

1. MPA

2. Expanded Sensitivity Area (ESA): areas
outside of the MPA with additional net-
work and TAZ detail.

3. Halo: all areas outside the MPA and ESA
with less network and TAZ detail.

Map 5.01: TDM Area
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Table 5.01: TAZ Statistics by
Geography

Geography Zones Population

MPA 530 144,399 2.48
ESA 626 493,570 2.64
Halo 267 1,780,563 252
Total 1,423 | 2,418,532

TAZs in the Indianapolis region developed and
maintained by the Indianapolis MPO are in-
tegrated into Prometheus directly with minor
modifications to ensure alignment as much as
possible. Though the focus for applying Pro-
metheus is on the Anderson MPA, previous
iterations of the MCCOG TDM lacked sensitivity
to the Indianapolis region and the expansion
to include all 15 counties improves the fore-
cast capabilities. Generally, TAZ geographies
represent homogenous areas of traffic gener-
ation connecting to the same transportation
network links. For example, TAZs are typically
split where residential and commercial areas
are clearly defined and separated. The exam-
ple shown is SR 9/Scatterfield Rd where TAZs
are split based on the primary land use. In this
case it is either residential or commercial.

Figure 5.01: Taz Boundaries and Land use
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Each zone (TAZ) includes socio-economic
attributes developed from Census and em-
ployment data. The base year was developed
from 2020 Decennial Census Redistricting
blocks after validated through aerial imagery
for location accuracy, especially where known
growth occurred. Household attributes un-
available at the block level were developed
from Census tracts. Likewise, employment
data was developed from the 2019 Nation-
al Establishment Time Series (NETS) dataset
developed by Walls & Associates with signif-
icant location validation and updates by the
planning team.

Table 5.02: Example TAZ Attributes

Field Description
TOTPOP | Total population
HHPOP | Household population
GQPOP | Group quarters population
HH Total households
HHSIZE | Average people per household
HHINC | Average household income
HHWRK | Average workers per household
HHVEH | Average vehicles per household
HHSTD | Average students per household
SENHH | Households with seniors
TOTEMP | Total employment
EMP## | Industry-specific employment

Planned & Anticipated
Development

Recent, current, and anticipated land use de-
velopments were gathered to inform regional
growth projections and allocation. The plan-
ning team worked with local planners, real
estate professionals, economic development
professionals, the county assessors’ office,
and other partner organizations to devel-
op a database of housing and employment



Map 5.02: Planned & Anticipated Development by Use Category
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Table 5.03: Development Attributes

Field

Description

GCeneral overview or name for the development

Definition

Location Address, parcel ID, and/or latitude/longitude

Activity Tvbe Attraction for new developments and Expansion for additions to existing
y 1yp developments (l.e., additional subdivision phases)

Lot Size Approximate acreage

Use Category

Housing, Retail, Industrial, Office, or Mixed

Build Year Year of full build-out

Building Size

Square footage (to inform employment estimates if unavailable)

Dwelling Units

Number of housing units, if applicable

Employees

Number of employees by industry code, if applicable

Source

Partner organization or document data is from

development. The table highlights attributes
that were collected for each development.

Development was captured for the entire
model area but focused on the MPA and
ESA zones (Madison, Hancock, Hamilton,
and northeast Marion Counties). As previous-
ly discussed, most development within the
Anderson MPA is occurring in the southwest
subregion. The database has a total of 41 de-
velopments between 2020 and 2035 in the
Anderson MPA. The

Table 5.04: Full most common use

Build-out Years
category was Hous-

ing (28) followed by
Retail (8), Industrial
2026-2030 21 (3), and Mixed Use
2031-2035 3 (2). The total number

Number

Range
2020-2025 17

of dwelling units to
be added in the Anderson MPA is 5,208 with
the largest housing development being Fall
Creek Crossing subdivision in Ingalls with 600
dwelling units. The total number of employees
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to be added in the Anderson MPA is 550 with
the largest employer development being
Walmart in Ingalls with 300 employees.

While the planned & anticipated development
database likely does not contain every develop-
ment or present a full picture of development
for the MPA, it provides vital information to
check growth projections against. Most of
the database’s entries were dependent on
responses from partner organizations and
represent the best information available at
the time it was collected.

Table 5.05: Development by Use
Summary for MPA

Use Number Units/Emp
Housing 28 5,208
Retail 325
Industrial 3 75
Office 150
Total 41 5,208 / 550




Regional Growth Projections

After finalizing the base year TAZs, a forecast
or set of forecast zones are developed. The pro-
cess starts by reviewing existing data sources,
if available, to identify expected overall popu-
lation and employment change. Traditionally,
national and even state level data sources are
relatively accurate where changes in growth
remain stable. However, in areas of transition
these sources can lag behind ground level
data due to the delay for changes to show up
in input sources like the Census.

The planning team used the development
database and worked with the Technical Advi-
sory Committee to refine forecast levels. Final
adjustments were made by the planning team
to accommodate a mixture of actual and pro-
jected growth rates.

Population

Projections for population change are the
result of demographic, socioeconomic, and
land use models. Two data sources provided
a base to begin developing estimated future
population at the county level: Indiana Busi-
ness Research Center population projections
to 2060 and Woods & Poole Economics state
profile regional projections. The 2024 Woods &
Poole populations were used for the counties
outside of Madison County to maintain consis-
tency with employment forecasts. While both
data sources showed an increase in popula-
tion within Madison County, neither matches
the level of change seen on the ground. The
planned and anticipated development pro-
vided direct insight into the disconnect
and justification for setting a higher level of
growth. These data sources indicated pop-
ulation increases from 380-4,200. However,

Table 5.06: Household Change Data Comparison by County

Woods & Poole IBRC
County
Change Pct Change Pct
11 |Boone 12,015 45.20% 13,645 51.31%
23 | Clinton -10 -0.10% -1,238 -9.97%
35 | Delaware -3,376 -7.40% -2,284 -5.02%
53 |CGrant -1,594 -6.00% -2,958 -11.17%
57 | Hamilton 81,958 63.80% 66,487 51.74%
59 | Hancock 10,898 35.30% 13,545 4391%
63 | Hendricks 32,740 51.10% 27,427 42.78%
65 | Henry -97 -0.50% -1,571 -8.29% s{lerrrare
67 | Howard -441 -1.20% -615 -1.72% 020-20
81 |Johnson 21,641 35.90% 15315 25.42% ange P
95 | Madison 154 0.30% 1,698 3.23% 5208 |9.9%
97 | Marion 26,657 6.70% 14,222 3.57%
109 | Morgan 2,673 9.60% 1,390 5.02%
145 | Shelby 1,080 6.00% -878 -4.89%
159 | Tipton -353 -5.70% -966 -15.48%

19.10%

143,221 15.90%

182,221
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Figure 5.02: Population Projection Ranges

the development database shows over 5,000
homes planned for 2020-2035, representing
approximately 10,000-12,500 people.

After further discussing this disconnect with
the TAC, the planning team revised the Madi-
son County projections to account for a higher
level of growth, though with the anticipation
that some areas will continue to decline and
that the development spike will slow down.
Therefore, the Anderson region is projected
to add nearly 20,000 people between 2020
and 2050. However, these assumptions are
subject to change, and the actual projection
becomes less certain the further the forecast
year is from the base year. The population
graph illustrates this increasing uncertainty
by providing a range of possibilities.

Employment by Industry

Like the household estimates, two data
sources provided a base to begin developing
estimated future employment by industry:
Woods & Poole Economics state profile re-
gional projections and Indiana Department
of Workforce Development (IDWD) long-
term projections. The IDWD estimates were
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Source: Prometheus TDM

extrapolated from 2034 to 2050 using loga-
rithmic trend lines representing decreasing
levels of growth or decline. These sources were
compared to identify conflicting industry-level
trends for additional review and adjustment.
For example, the Woods & Poole forecast for
Madison County indicated more than a 23%
loss in manufacturing employment, while In-
diana is projecting a nearly 2% increase. As
Madison County has been successful at at-
tracting manufacturing over the last 15 years
and a regional shift-share supports its com-
petitive edge, employment projections were
adjusted to maintain more manufacturing
jobs like the Indiana projection.

The Anderson region is projected to gain 2,983
jobs between 2020 and 2050. The total number
of jobs increases from 58,276 in 2020 to 61,259
in 2050. Jobs are grouped by 2-digit NAICS
industry sectors. The industries with the larg-
est decline in jobs are Public Administration
(-431) and Retail Trade (-318). The industries
with the largest increase in jobs are Health
Care & Social Assistance (+1,371), Transportation
& Warehousing (+456), and Accommodation
& Food Services (+407).



Table 5.07: MPA Employment Change by Industry

Industry 2020 2050 Change

11 Ag, Forest, Fish, Hunt 1,063 983 -80 -7.53%
21 Mining & Extraction 123 116 =7 -5.69%
22 Utilities 48 46 -2 -4.17%
23 Construction 3,238 3,406 168 5.19%
31-33 | Manufacturing 5,738 5818 80 1.39%
42 Wholesale Trade 1,238 1,324 86 6.95%
44-45 | Retail Trade 6,043 5725 -318 -5.26%
48-49 | Transp & Warehousing 3,035 3,491 456 15.02%
51 Information 456 499 43 9.43%
52 Finance & Insurance 2,066 2,153 87 421%
53 Real Estate, Rental, Leasing 1,684 1,702 18 1.07%
54 Professional Services 2,079 2,095 16 0.77%
55 Mgmt of Companies 426 455 29 6.81%
56 Admin & Support Services 3,598 3,721 123 3.42%
61 Educational Services 5,051 5361 310 6.14%
62 Health Care & Social Assist 7,782 9,153 1,371 17.62%
71 Arts, Entertainment, & Rec 1,735 2,020 285 16.43%
72 Accomm & Food Services 4,894 5,301 407 8.32%
81 Other Services (except public) 4163 4505 342 8.22%
92 Public Administration 3816 3,385 -431 -11.29%
Total 58,276 61,259 2,983 5.12%

60,000 -

40,000 -

20,000 -
0~ | i i i . . . i

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050

Source: Prometheus TDM

Figure 5.03: Employment Projection Ranges
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Household & Employment
Distribution

While the smallest geography for growth
projections is often only the county level,
including the source data used to develop
population and employment totals above,
the TDM requires changes to be split into the
TAZs. The final projections were distributed
to the Prometheus zones through a growth
allocation process. Note that while growth
totals are established for population, they are
distributed by household to account for vary-
ing development typologies (i.e., single family
homes, apartment complexes, and mixed-use
buildings).

The allocation model incorporates growth
since the TDM base year and predicts:

Housing:

e Redevelopment

Declines in occupied housing

e New development

Employment:

Redevelopment
Declines at existing locations
Growth at existing locations

¢ New development

External Inputs

| Employment Clas

53

Initial redevelopment and changes in existing
housing or employment locations establishes
a base for new development opportunities
to be located. The growth allocation process
calculates parcel-level utility for development,
subtracts area that is no longer developable,
and generates a final utility for potential
development. Parcel-level utilities include ac-
cessibility to amenities, which reinforces the
desire to locate in areas with high mobility,
like the I-69 corridor. Employment typologies
are used to generate unique developments
to conduct individual location searches. Each
unique “development” searches for the loca-
tion with the highest utility matching its need,
i.e., industrial developments typically require
larger parcels and will account for this require-
ment before choosing a final location.

Households

TDM zones were grouped by incorporated area
to further explore where growth and loss are
occurring within the MPA following the allo-
cation process. While the north subregion is
losing households between 2020 and 2050,
it is largely occurring in unincorporated ar-
eas and small, rural towns like Summitville
(-57) and Frankton (-19). Elwood’s nearly 7%
increase in households is largely due to its
proximity to Hamilton County and SR 37. The

New TAZ Scenario

| Employment Class 2

Economic Growth Control Totals

| Fmnlovment Class 1

Housing Growth 2015-2035
Ty

Housing Units

- Ay, Honsheld S 219
Wb bl Dy 3.1 Lsi Bt 5era

Socio
Economic

Travel Demand Model Network e

Planning
Factors and
Constraints

Accessibility
Factors

Key Assumptions

L

Urban Form
and Market
Classifier

.- @ - -
_ Employment Grawth 2015-2035
AL T 422 hew

1,507 1 Existing Employer
S5 ta N Locaiions

Utility Equations
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Development

Data Development

Figure 5.04: Allocation Process
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Map 5.03: Household Change from 2020-2050  source Prometheus ToM
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TDM

Source: Prometheus
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central-east subregion largely stays the same
for households between 2020 and 2050. The
City of Anderson is stagnant, only maintain-
ing a net gain of 40 households. Finally, the
southwest subregion is expected to grow in
each community. Fortville is projected to gain
nearly 1,600 households, a slightly higher rate
than broader Hancock County potentially due
to proximity to Hamilton County. Daleville is
projected to slightly lose households, but at
a much slower rate than the rest of Delaware
County likely due to its proximity to I-69.

Employment

Like housing, the southwest subregion results
in the highest growth rate (+0.33%) for employ-
ment. However, the central-east subregion has
the highest overall net growth in employment
(+1,527). Though it also contributes the most to
declining industries, the Anderson area offers
a lot of opportunities for employment in both
new development and redevelopment. Finally,
the north subregion has the lowest growth but
still increases from the base year.

Table 5.08 LPA Household Change

!I-ngﬁeﬁ:ne\ea;ea outside 2020 2050 Change % Change
LPA boundaries

Alexandria 2,525 2,579 54 2%
Anderson 26,218 26,258 40 0%
Chesterfield 2,568 2,583 15 1%
Daleville 1,009 1,003 -6 -1%
Elwood 4,010 4,284 274 7%
Fortville 2,376 3,945 1,569 66%
Ingalls 2,250 5,509 3,259 145%
Lapel 979 1,039 60 6%
Pendleton 2,109 4,903 2,794 133%
Summitville 572 515 -57 -10%
Markleville 592 532 -60 -10%
Frankton 873 854 -19 -2%
North Uninc 3,761 3,380 -381 -10%
CE Uninc 2,935 2,779 -156 -5%
SW Uninc 3,577 4,498 921 26%

MPA

Geography

Table 5.09 Employment Change by Subregion

2020

Number

Pct Tot

2050

Number

Pct Tot

Growth

Number

Anderson MPA 58,276 61,259 2,983 0.17%
North 9,810 16.8% 10,077 16.4% 267 0.09%
Central-East 37,189 63.8% 38,716 63.2% 1,527 0.13%
Southwest 11,277 19.4% 12,466 20.3% 1,189 0.33%
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Forecasting to 2050

The amount, location, and type of population
and employment change can significant-
ly impact the transportation system. Before
finalizing a list of actions, it is important to
consider how needs may shift in the future and
how potential projects may support or exac-
erbate transportation issues. The Prometheus
2050 zonal assumptions represent the best
information available for what the future may
look like. Further, the forecasts developed are a
significant departure from previous estimates,
as housing development especially presses
northeast from Indianapolis. While employ-
ment is not anticipated to grow as quickly, the
TDM does assume low level growth, as well
as shifting industries that can impact travel
patterns and commute demand.

The forecast zones are combined with the ex-
isting transportation network and planning
infrastructure projects to estimate changes
in system performance and test the direction
of final recommendations. The performance
impacts in Chapter 7 highlight key metrics and
where possible, provide a comparison between
today, a future without 2050 inMotion and a
future with 2050 inMotion to illustrate esti-
mated effects of transportation investments.
Planned infrastructure projects can be found
in Chapter 7 and in the Appendix under MTP
Project List.
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Uncertainty & Future Enhancement

The future offers unlimited possibilities includ-
ing both challenges and opportunities that
will impact Anderson MPA residents. People
may continue demanding walkable places
and delay or forgo getting a driver's license,
automobiles may become connected and driv-
erless, core industries today may disappear
tomorrow, the world may be hit with a glob-
al pandemic that halts travel, or population
growth may slow. MTPs are long-term plans
that are required to make assumptions about
the future to test the impact of projects and
planning efforts.

The forecasts developed, explained within this
chapter, and utilized for testing transportation
investments represent a single potential future.
Reality may look similar to the assumptions
built into this analysis or, more likely, may de-
part drastically. Scenario planning tools, built
to consider a wide variety of potential futures
simultaneously, offer the chance to mitigate
some uncertainty inherent in all forecasting.
Prometheus is undergoing enhancements to
integrate the FHWA VisionEval tool to support
future scenario planning efforts. In subse-
guent MTP updates, it may be possible to test
projects under multiple scenarios to identi-
fy investments that provide the most benefit
across potential futures.
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Chapter 6

118 | MCCOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan

Considering the
Direction

While potential disruptions and exploratory
analysis help to further define the long-term
needs of the transportation system, the final
recommendations must account for funding
availability and project impacts. Federal, State,
and local policies establish a framework for
determining a project list that represents the
final path for achieving the desired future. In
conjunction with government policies, MPO
policies & procedures play a significant role in
developing the final recommendations and
projects to be included in the MTP.

Funding an MPO

The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs
Act (I1JA) currently outlines funding levels,
programs, and policies for the USDOT, State
DOTs, MPOs, and Transit Systems. Under
this Federal Transportation Bill, the Federal
Transit Authority (FTA) issues annual appor-
tionment reports for 5307 Urban Transit &
5311 Rural Transit funding programs for eligi-
ble City and County recipients. Similarly, the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
issues an annual Local Share of Federal For-
mula Apportionments Report. These reports
outline the estimated funding available by
funding type to each MPO based upon their
Urban Area (UA) population.
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Map 6.01: MPA and Urban Area
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Funding Availability

Title 23, Part 450 of the Code of Federal Reg-
ulations (CFR) identifies the requirements of
the Metropolitan Transportation Planning
Process for all MPOs. This responsibility is con-
ducted for each area of contiguous population
surrounding a community of at least 50,000
people, as defined, and updated by each de-
cennial census.

For MPOs that share Urban Area boundar-
ies (UAs), such as Anderson and Indianapolis,
they must coordinate to adjust boundaries for
affected municipalities, ultimately determin-
ing an adjusted boundary. The final adjusted
boundary must be approved by FHWA and
INDOT and an agreement established to up-
date the funding split between the MPOs. UA
population changes can significantly impact
the amount of funds available to an MPO. In
addition to the UA, a Metropolitan Planning
Area (MPA) must be defined, at a minimum,
to encompass the entire UA plus the adjacent
area expected to become urbanized within the
20-year forecast period of the MTP.

Although there are many factors limiting fund-
ing availability, one critical rule affecting MPOs
in the State of Indiana is the INDOT “Use it or
Lose it” rule. Prior to 2014, the State of Indiana
allowed MPOs to carry forward the remaining
balance of funds from year to year, but in 2014,
a revised policy discontinued the carry-over
of funds. This change significantly increased
requirements to monitor project timelines,
which is addressed through quarterly project
meetings, and significantly limited the ability
to build up a balance to entirely fund the con-
struction of larger projects.

As a result of this rule change, Indiana MPOs
have worked together to trade funding to
avoid losing it. For example, assume the Ko-
komo MPO had a construction project in 2027
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for S2 million more than their available allo-
cation and MCCOG had a $2 million project
delayed until 2029. Rather than risk losing the
funds, MCCOG could execute an agreement
with Kokomo to allow them to use the MCCOG
funds in 2027 and return $S2 million to MCCOG
in 2029. While these trades present additional
accounting challenges, they also allow MPOs
to pursue larger construction projects and give
more flexibility if unforeseen issues result in
project delays.

Funding Types

Since federal apportionments are approved
annually, amounts for each funding type are
based upon the previous year and are subject
to change. MPOs receive Federal Transpor-
tation funding from seven (7) main FHWA
sources:

« Surface Transportation Block Grant
(STBQ)

« Highway Safety Improvement Program
(HSIP)

« Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
Program (CMAQ)

« Transportation Alternatives (TA)

+ Metropolitan Planning (PL)

« Carbon Reduction Program (CR)
« PROTECT

Each program includes an outline of eligible
projects and set of limitations for expenditure.
For example, projects using HSIP funds must
include a demonstrable safety improvement
component. These limitations are in place to
ensure that transportation improvements
meet Federal goals, as well as local. The IIJA
updated funding allocations and added the
CR and PROTECT categories in 2023. Though
apportionments vary from year to year, the
Anderson MPA has seen an increase in funds



Figure 6.01: MPO Funding by Type
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by nearly $1 million per year comparing 2015 to
2026 allocations. This represents an annualized
growth rate of nearly 2.5%.

In addition to these FHWA programs, the An-
derson MPA includes transit funding from
three (3) sources:

e 5307 Urban Transit

e« 5311 Rural Transit

e« Indiana Public Mass Transit Funds
(PMTF)

Transit funding is made available to the City
of Anderson Transit System (CATS) and Transit
for Rural Areas of Madison County (TRAM) each

Figure 6.02: Transit Funding by Type
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year to supplement costs of operations and
capital improvements. While transit funds are
not awarded through an MPO, the tracking
and accounting of transit funding expended
in an MPA is required. However, MPO funds
can be transferred from the FHWA to FTA to
supplement transit projects including infra-
structure improvements within a half mile of
a transit route. Transit funds have remained
relatively stagnant from year to year between
2015 and 2023, with an annualized growth rate
of less than 0.60%.

Additional Developments

The Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic
Security (CARES) Act was signed into law on
March 27, 2020 to provide emergency assis-
tance for individuals, families, and businesses
affected by the COVID-19 pandemic. The act
included provision of $25 billion for transit
agencies to prevent, prepare for, and respond
to impacts of COVID-19. Across the nation,
transit ridership dropped significantly during
statewide stay-at-home orders and slowly
returned to pre-COVID numbers in 2024/25.
Transit funding provided through the CARES
Act was meant to alleviate operational costs
from reduced fare revenue and required no
local match. Both CATS and TRAM received
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funding through the CARES Act, which is
included in the MTP financial analysis as a
special funding source.

Programming a Project

Federal transportation funding direct-
ed through MPOs is meant to support
regional transportation projects. Although
regional transportation needs and asso-
ciated projects are identified through the
MTP, they are ultimately sponsored by mu-
nicipalities and must be listed in the project
list of an MPO TIP document, as well as
the overall state project list or STIP doc-
ument. The MTP and TIP are closely
related because the MTP informs the needs
and intention of proposed projects by build-
ing a list of recommendations, while those
projects ultimately selected for an MPO fund-
ing award must be listed in the TIP in order
for a municipality to access that funding.
Therefore, when building a list of recommen-
dations that will achieve the desired future
defined through public input received, limita-
tions and constraints of MPO funds must be
considered to shift projects from conception
to reality.

Eligibility Requirements
To maintain eligibility for utilizing Federal
Transportation funds municipalities must have:

« At least one full-time employee main-
taining annual certification through the
INDOT ERC Training Program,

» An ADA Transition Plan updated within
at least the previous two years on file,
and

« A Title VI Plan updated within at least
the previous two years on file.

The ERC, or Employee in Responsible
Charge, can be neither a consultant nor a
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contract employee and does not need to be
a technical expert. Instead, they are required to
be fully engaged in the FHWA-funded project,
understanding project goals and milestones
to advance toward timely completion.

Additionally, ADA Transition & Title VI Plans (of-
ten combined) must include grievance
policies, procedures, and forms indicating
the process for ADA & Title VI complaints that
may be filed and addressed. These plans also
typically include an inventory and self-evalu-
ation to identify steps for improving access
to public facilities and programs, as well as
a timeline for improvements to attain ADA
compliance.

Project Eligibility Review

In addition to funding eligibility, projects must
meet MPO requirements. Because MPO
funds are based on the UA, communities
within the MPA but not within the UA such
as Elwood, Summitville, and Lapel in the
Anderson MPA, are not eligible for an MPO
Funding Award unless no other recipient can
be identified. Although not typically awarded
funding through the MPO, these communities
are still vital to include in the regional planning
process. Projects in these areas are instead
funded directly through INDOT, but still co-
ordinated through the MPO.

In addition to project location, consideration is
given to the proposed project scope and associ-
ated level of fundability. To be funded, projects
must address transportation issues that align
with the guiding structure of the MTP. Another
consideration during the scoping process that
can determine project eligibility is the func-
tional classification of a roadway or adjacent
roadway facility. Local roads are ineligible to
receive federal funding except in limited cases.



While projects on local roads typically do not
receive funding from the MPO, they often
receive technical assistance for an expand-
ed review of conditions to provide design
recommendations.

MPO policies guide the process of issuing
funding awards and the recipient require-
ments. The funding award process is defined
by a series of policies, which are coordinat-
ed through the Project Eligibility Review (PER)
policy (see appendix). Projects funded through
the TIP typically follow these steps:

« MTP or TIP initiates the PER process

o Local Public Agencies (LPAs) submit
general project ideas

« MPO works with LPAs to refine the proj-
ect scope

« MPO completes a Red Flag Investiga-
tion (RFI) for each project submitted

« LPAs determine project cost and iden-
tify local funding year availability

« MPO prioritizes remaining projects

« MPO issues funding awards

Instead of a traditional “Call for Projects” where
a specific amount of funds is made available
to applicants annually, it is the intent of the An-
derson MPO to promote regular collaboration
and communication between MPO staff, com-
munity leaders, and elected officials within the
MPA. Ongoing communication ensures that
as local needs and priorities evolve projects
can be planned, programmed, and funded. It
is the intent that each time an update is made
to the MTP or TIP, MPO staff coordinates with
communities to gather project needs, wants,
and ideas to build an updated list of recom-
mendations, including a list of projects either
funding or intended for a future MPO funding
award.

As part of the PER Process, LPAs must pro-
vide information regarding their level of
preparedness for future planning. An evalu-
ation of existing documents and ordinances
that have been publicly vetted and locally
adopted establishes their level of prepared-
ness. Communities actively maintaining
regular document and ordinance updates
that respond to changing local and regional
conditions, development pressures, and travel
demands are considered more prepared for
implementing a project that meets desired
public expectations and addresses local con-
cerns. Those project sponsors that are most
prepared will be selected for an MPO funding
award.

Project Cost

One of the most critical limitations to a proj-
ect is its overall cost. Project ideas submitted
through the PER process must be translated
into a scope of work or a written description of
specific elements that must be includ-
ed in the project. The details included in
a project scope illustrate the expected out-
come and what must be included in initial
cost estimates.

An inaccurate cost estimate can cause signifi-
cant issues for both the MPO and LPA, but the
scope development process helps to ensure
that the most accurate costs associated with
the project are included. The overall costs
associated with the federal process can be
greater than the cost of the proposed project
scope. In these cases, either federal funding is
not applied, or the scope is expanded to ac-
complish more than originally intended. To
assist in scope development process, several
considerations must also be applied includ-
ing the MPO Complete Streets Policy, Access
Management, and the information identified
through the Red Flag Investigation (RFI).
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Complete Streets

The MCCOGC Complete Streets Policy re-
quires projects funded through the MPO to
consider the complete transportation system.
In a traditional roadway design process, el-
ements such as bicycle and pedestrian
facilities, street furniture like benches and
trash cans, and bus stops must be justified
to be included. The Complete Streets ap-
proach essentially switches the process to
require justification for the removal of trans-
portation elements. The purpose is not to
force all projects to include facilities for every
mode but to ensure that the greater con-
text of the project and system connectivity is
considered prior to inclusion in the TIP and
application of funding. More specifically, each
project scope must be developed in a manner
that is consistent with the following criteria:

« Adapt to fit local community needs,

« Use to direct future transportation
planning,

e Incorporate community values and
qualities including environmental,
scenic, aesthetic, historic, and natural
resources, as well as safety and mobility,

» Design and build to adequately accom-
modate all users of a facility, including
pedestrians, bicyclists, users of mass
transit, people with disabilities, the
elderly, motorists, freight providers,
emergency responders, and adjacent
land users,

o Contribute to a comprehensive,
integrated, and connected transpor-
tation network that supports compact
development,

o« Accommodate all modes of transpor-
tation so that they can function safely
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and independently in current and fu-
ture conditions,

« Ensure design solutions fit within the
context of the community or area within
a community, such as a known enclave,
commercial area, or designated neigh-
borhood (not subdivision).

Access Manhagement

While no official organizational policy exists to
formally require the inclusion of access man-
agement techniques in each scope of work, it is
an important consideration to ensure the safe
and efficient flow of traffic. Proposed projects
are reviewed to identify inclusion of poten-
tial access control components such as raised
center lane medians, right-in / right-out only
turning channels, and reduced driveway cuts
with shared access for adjacent properties.
These elements generally reduce cross-access
movement along a corridor to reduce crashes
and improve corridor operations.

Arterial Road
Intersecting Arterial

(RN AR

Collector Road
Intersecting Arterial

Red Flag Investigation (RFI)

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
of 1969 required that a review process be con-
ducted on all federal undertakings—projects
receiving federal funding—to identify potential
environmental impacts. Physical, visual, audi-
ble, and indirect impacts on both the direct
project area and adjacent areas must be con-
sidered to determine if additional mitigation
to negative impacts must be incorporated
in the project. FHWA adopted the policy of



managing the development of an Environ-
mental Review Document (often referred to
as the NEPA Document) and decision-making
process as an “umbrella,” under which all ap-
plicable environmental laws, executive orders,
and regulations are considered and addressed
prior to the final project decision and docu-
ment approval. The conclusion of the NEPA
process results in a decision that addresses
multiple concerns and requirements, both
federal and state, including:

Migratory Bird Treaty Act - 1918

« Fish & Wildlife Coordination Act - 1934
« General Bridge Act - 1946

» Civil Rights Act - 1964

« Highway Beautification Act - 1965

e Land & Water Conservation Fund Act
- 1965

« National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA) - 1966

o US Department of Transportation Act
- 1966

« Federal Aid Highway Act - 1970

« Uniform Relocation Assistance & Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act - 1970

« Clean Air Act - 1970
o Clean Water Act - 1972
« Endangered Species Act - 1973

« National Forest Management Act
(NFMA) - 1976

« Resource Conservation & Recovery Act
(RCRA) - 1976

« Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, & Liability Act
(CERCLA) - 1980

« Farmland Policy Protection Act (FPPA)
- 1981

« Native American Graves Protection &
Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) - 1990

* Indiana Cemetery Law

The NEPA process allows transportation offi-
cials to make project decisions that balance
engineering and transportation needs with
social, economic, and natural environmental
factors. The first step in the NEPA process is the
completion of a Red Flag Investigation (RFI) re-
port. According to the INDOT Site Assessment
& Management (SAM) Manual, the purpose
of an RFl is to provide a general overview of
the environmental condition of a project area,
highlight areas that may need additional en-
vironmental work or coordination, identify
areas that need to be avoided, and assist in
prioritizing projects. Overall, the RFl is a cursory
review conducted prior to the completion of
an Environmental Review Document.

“The project scope
provided, and all of the
elements described must
be completed with the
project, regardless of what
length, phasing, or cost is
determined. All awarded
projects will be carefully
monitored to ensure that the
project scope, as provided by
the MPO, will be specifically
completed.”
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The preliminary findings of an RFI and the
complete findings of the NEPA Process can
have a significant impact on project cost. An
RFl is completed per INDOT standards by MC-
COG for all projects submitted through the
PER process or sponsored by an LPA to assist
the project selection and prioritization pro-
cess. Because the RFI requires specific project
details for completion, it is conducted after
establishing an agreed upon project scope
with the MPO and LPA.

The RFI Report is provided to the LPA to (1)
determine more accurate cost estimates, (2)
provide ongoing design guidance, and (3) for
submission as an attachment to the NEPA
Document submitted as part of the Project
Development Process (PDP) through INDOT
(See appendix - Red Flag Investigation Policy
adopted by resolution on August 1, 2013))

Finally, although most components of a
proposed or awarded project may be federal-
ly-participating—meaning they are allowable
activities to apply federal funds —there are
circumstances where an LPA may want to in-
clude a component that is not necessary for
the project, but is within the proposed project
area. For example, the LPA may want to use
pedestrian-oriented lighting that matches ex-
isting installations rather than the standard
lighting. The LPA is required to pay the dif-
ference between the standard and preferred
option. These “betterments” can still represent
significant cost savings but are typically iden-
tified during the scope development process
to ensure non-participating items are not in-
cluded in the MPO funding award.
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Project Selection & Prioritization
Projects advanced through the PER process
are scored based on several criteria focused
mainly on inclusion in the MTP, ability to ad-
dress issues identified within the MTP, and
impacts on transportation system perfor-
mance. Examples of criteria used in the project
scoring process are included in Figure 6.01,
though not every project is expected to ad-
dress each criterion and weighted changes
depending on the intent of the project. Proj-
ects are then selected comprehensively and
not strictly by score to ensure that all goals and
objectives are supported.

Finally, projects are prioritized before final
funding award recipients are determined.
The prioritization process strives to ensure that
projects are awarded by level of importance
and need, as defined by seven levels:

« Emergency - addressing immediate
threats to health, safety, and welfare.

o Currently in the MTP

« Committed - requiring additional
funding for completion of an exist-
ing project.

o Critical - addressing minimum
compliance with performance
measures, law, or LOS

« Essential - addressing significant
capacity or LOS issues

« Desirable - necessary to obtain ide-
al operations or services

« Not currently in the MTP

« Unplanned - necessary to obtain
ideal operations or services

« Non-Essential - does not improve
operations or services



Figure 6.03: Project Funding Prioritization

Projects are further split as single- or multi-seg-
ment. Multi-segment projects have a higher
priority as the overall timeline to completion
is expected to take more time and funding.

Programming the MTP

The MTP represents the first step to identify
transportation projects that will be funded
through the MPO. Potential projects are fil-
tered through three lenses to be included in
the final MTP program of projects:

» Fiscal Constraint
« Air Quality Conformity

« Performance Impacts

Fiscal Constraint

In addition to identification of transportation
system needs, the MTP must conduct a fi-
nancial analysis to determine if the planned
projects meet federal requirements for Fiscal
Constraint. Fiscal Constraint is a demonstra-
tion that the entire program of projects can

be implemented, accounting for estimated
revenues and projected costs. 2050 inMotion
considers the available federal transportation
funds and local public agency (LPA) revenues
between 2020 and 2050 that can reasonably
fund transportation improvement projects be-
fore producing the final, fiscally constrained
project list.

Performance
Measures

Figure 6.04: The Final Path
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Map 6.02: MPO Airshed Map
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To allow for flexibility within an MTP, the fis-
cally constrained list does not have to specify
the funding year of each project but instead
identifies funding periods that each project is
likely to fall within. Typically, the first period is
represented by the TIP and only includes the
first five (5) years of the total program. Projects
unable to be funded as part of the fiscally con-
strained list but meeting the intent of the MTP
can be included in an illustrative list to support
the identification and acquisition of alternative
funding sources, as well as to promote local
community planning efforts.

Local Constraints

Federal transportation funding is typically for-
mulated as a match program, requiring the
project sponsor to fund at least a portion of the
total project cost. The MTP financial analysis
must also consider the limitation for LPAs to
fund their portion of a project. For example,
assume the Town of Pendleton is awarded a
$2 million roundabout project using CMAQ
funds with a required 20% local match. For
this project, $1.6 million of federal transporta-
tion funds (80% of the total project cost) and
$400,000 (20% of the total project cost) from

Definitions:

the Town of Pendleton must be available to
contribute to the project.

While the MTP accounts for these limitations
on a less detailed scale than defining each
project funding year, the requirement for local
funding availability illustrates an important
assumption: a single community would not
typically be the only location for projects within
an analysis period. It would not make sense to
assume a small town would have the required
match for numerous multi-million-dollar proj-
ects within a single analysis period without
directly addressing why that assumption is
reasonable.

Estimating LPA financial resources and
availability for local match as part of the
MTP considers various sources of reve-
nue. 2050 inMotion uses a baseline report
developed by reviewing the most recent dis-
bursements and receipts available from the
Indiana Department of Local Government Fi-
nance (DLGF) and coordinating with LPAs to
determine accuracy. These baseline values are
then projected to estimate future availability
of LPA funds for transportation projects.

Air Quality Conformity

As determined by the US EPA airsheds that are
impacted by a certain level of pollution must
consider air quality impacts of programmed
projects. EPA establishes health-based stan-
dards referred to as the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six criteria air
pollutants:

« Carbon Monoxide (CO)
« Nitrogen Oxide (NOx)

« Ozone (O3)

« Lead (Pb)

« Particulate Matter (PM)

o Sulphur Dioxide (SO2)
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The Clean Air Act, adopted in 1963 and amend-
ed several times, requires states to develop a
State Implementation Plan (SIP) that iden-
tifies the process for reducing air pollution
and maintaining air quality levels to meet the
NAAQS. MPOs must demonstrate transporta-
tion plans, programs, and projects conform to
the SIP. The conformity process ensures that
transportation projects included in the MTP,
and subsequently in the TIP, do not degrade
the region’s air quality or impede its progress
toward meeting the NAAQS.

The Anderson MPA is included in two airsheds:
Central Indiana and Delaware County. MC-
COG works through Interagency Consultation
Groups (ICGs) to review projects in deter-
mining regional air quality impacts in each
respective airshed.

« 9-County Air Quality Conformity Con-
sultation Group - This group represents
the 9-county non-attainment area of
Indianapolis-Marion County. It began
meeting in August 2004 and includes
members from the Indianapolis MPO,
Anderson MPO, Columbus MPO, IN-
DOT Office of Environmental Services,
INDOT Office of Planning, INDOT Office
of Engineering, IDEM Air Quality, FHWA/
FTA, and EPA.

« Madison-Delaware County Air Quality
Conformity Consultation Group - This
group represents those MPOs covering
Delaware County, which includes mem-
bers from the Anderson MPO, Muncie
MPO, INDOT Office of Environment,
INDOT Office of Planning and Engineer-
ing, IDEM Office of Air Quality, FHWA,
FTA, and EPA.

Title 23 CFR 450.324(c) mandates that the
MTP must be updated at least every four
years when the MPO is in a nonattainment
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or maintenance area to confirm the MTP's va-
lidity. Any update or amendment to the MTP
must be accompanied by a Transportation
Conformity Determination Report. Title 40 CFR
Part 93 establishes the criteria and procedures
for determining conformity, including address-
ing latest planning assumptions, emissions
model, consultation, control measures, and
emissions budgets. The Transportation Confor-
mity Determination Report demonstrates that
the total emissions projected for the MTP are in
conformity with the latest SIP to protect public
health. To achieve project-level conformity, the
determination must demonstrate the proj-
ect is consistent with the regional conformity
determination and that potential localized
emission impacts on health-based pollutant
standards are addressed. This process of en-
suring fiscal constraint in coordination with
projected airshed emissions, must also be con-
sidered when developing a fiscally constrained
project list for both the MTP and the TIP doc-
uments as the project list cannot include the
programming and award of MPO Funds that
would negatively impact the state emissions
budget.

Relevant Developments

On February 16, 2018, the US Court of Appeals
for the District of Columbia Circuit issued a
decision on the case South Coast Air Quality
Management District v. EPA that challenged
the EPA'’s final rule for implementing the
NAAQS issued in 2008 for Ozone. The 1997
standard revoked via amendment in 2008 re-
guired nonattainment and maintenance areas
to track air quality impacts over a 20-year peri-
od. Areas required to track impacts for 20 years
but re-designated as attainment in 2008 no
longer needed to complete the 20-year track-
ing. The court case challenged the legality of
revoking this tracking period and the resulting



decision defined areas that were re-designat-
ed in 2008 as “orphan maintenance areas.”
These orphan areas, which include both the
Indianapolis and Muncie Airsheds, must con-
tinue tracking air quality impacts to fulfill the
original 1997 requirements. The Muncie Air-
shed tracking ended on January 3, 2026. The
Indianapolis Airshed tracking ends on October
19, 2027.

Performance-Based Planning

The IIJA continues requirements for perfor-
mance measurement, established in the
Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Centu-
ry Act, by establishing national performance
goals for federal-aid highway programs.
The USDOT instituted this performance
Mmanagement requirement by establishing
performance measures for five categories:

« Highway Safety (PM1)

« Pavement and Bridge Condition (PM2)
« System Performance (PM3)

« CMAQ Emissions Reduction

« Transit Asset Management (TAM)

« Transit Safety

Each state DOT is required to establish base-
line performance levels and adopt targets for
Mmaintaining or improving performance within
each of the national goals. MPO targets must
Mmeet or exceed the DOT targets. Currently,
MCCOG has adopted the same performance
targets as INDOT. Whether MPOs adopt the
same targets as the state DOT or more aggres-
sive targets, they must ensure that projects
are selected to move the region and state for-
ward to improve the national goal areas. The
following tables provide an overview of the
performance measures for Indiana and the tar-
gets that have been set. For more information
on performance measures and how MCCOG
is moving towards the targets, see the System
Performance Report in the Appendix.
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Highway Safety (PM1)

The safety measures are the most comprehensive at this time. Extensive data is collected and
reported on annually across the country. Tracking the number and rate of serious injury and fatal
crashes enables agencies to measure success in reducing the number and severity of crashes.
Due to the inconsistency in the number and severity of crashes each year, safety performance
is measured by averaging the previous five years. Indiana used averages from 2015 to 2019 and
2017 to 2021 to establish a base line understanding of performance and set the first targets in
2024. Official averages for 2024,2025, and 2026 have not been completed yet.

Table 6.01 - Indiana Highway Safety (PM1)

2022 2023 2024 2025

Number of Crash Fatalities

5-Year Average 895 894.2 - - --
Target -- -- 876.3 812.4 794.7
5-Year Average 1.068 1.088 -- -- --
Target -- -- 1.072 1.009 0.992
5-Year Average 3,306.4 3,348.1 - -- --
Target -- -- 3,281.1 3,031.9 29655

Rate of Serious Injuries (per 100 million VMT)

5-Year Average 3.889 3.732 - . -

Target -- -- 3.987 3.402 3.702

5-Year Average 400.2 401.2 -- -- --

Target -- -- 399.6 363.4 462.96
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Pavement and Bridge Condition (PM2)

The infrastructure condition measures highlight the state of interstate, non-interstate, and
bridge conditions for roads and bridges on the National Highway System (NHS). Bridges and
major corridors are particularly important security factors. Diligent maintenance of these as-
sets keeps transportation systems operational in the face of intentional threats, disruptions,
and emergencies. Pavement conditions are reported using the International Roughness In-
dex (IRl) combined with INDOT's full distress measure that assesses pavement using 4 to 19
different considerations depending on pavement type. Bridge conditions are reported using
documented inspections from initial construction, routine monitoring, and damage impacts.

Table 6.02 - Indiana Pavement and Bridge Condition (PM2)

Year 2022 2023 2024 2025

Percent of Interstate Pavement in Good Condition

Condition / Performance 732 69.1 65.4 -- --

Target 50.0 -- -- -- 62.0

Condition / Performance 0.5 0.4 0.6 -- --

Target 0.8 -- -- -- 1.0

Condition / Performance 57.6 509 484 -- --

Target 40.0 -- -- -- 48.0

Condition / Performance 0.6 0.8 0.9 - -
Target 3.1 - - . 15
Condition / Performance 53.6 545 -- - --
Target 472 -- - -- 475
Condition / Performance 1.9 1.6 -- -- .
Target 3.1 -- -- -- 3.0
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System Performance (PM3)

The system performance measures identify the reliability of travel time estimated using the
National Performance Management Research Data Set (NPMRDS). The NPMRDS contains
field-observed travel time and speed data collected anonymously from a fleet of probe vehicles
(cars and trucks) equipped with mobile devices. System reliability is estimated by comparing
travel times to the base line established in 2022. An additional measure, the Truck Travel Time
Reliability Index, focuses specifically on the ability for trucks to reliably travel across the trans-
portation system to provide timely deliveries and support economic vitality.

Table 6.03 - Indiana System Performance (PM3)

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026

Percent of Person Miles Reliable on Interstate

Condition / Performance 937 94.2 98.1 -- --

Target - -- -- -- 93.5

Percent of Person Miles Reliable on Non-Interstate

Condition / Performance 96.7 97.6 99.1 -- --

Target - - -- - 93.5

Condition / Performance 1.24 1.21 1.28 -- --

Target - - - - 1.30
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Emissions Reduction

The emissions reduction performance measures focus on the impact of Congestion Mitigation
and Air Quality (CMAQ)-funded projects for decreasing on-road, mobile source air pollutants.
Note that because the goal is to reduce emissions, the desired trend is to have a higher number
in the reported values compared to the target values.

Table 6.04 - Indiana CMAQ Emissions Reduction

Sour

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026
PM 2.5 Reduction through CMAQ Projects

Condition / Performance 0.02 1.79 4.02 -- -
Target - -- -- -- 4.00
Condition / Performance 0.01 0.21 0.04 - -
Target - - -- - 0.02
Condition / Performance 4.87 54.41 971.57 -- -
Target -- -- -- 725.00
Condition / Performance 11.43 457.69 548.48 -- -
Target -- -- -- -- 520.00

Condition / Performance 1.00 34,62 607.94 -- --

Target -- -- -- -- 600.00

MCCOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan | 135



Transit Asset Management (TAM)

TAM is an effort to keep assets and equipment
in transit systems in a state of good repair, so
the systems contribute to the safety of the sys-
tem as a whole. This supports the idea that a
vehicle in good repair will minimize risk and
maximize safety. TAM measures performance
for the following asset categories:

« Equipment - Percentage of non-reve-
nue, support-service and maintenance
vehicles that have met or exceeded
their useful life benchmark.

« Rolling Stock - Percentage of revenue
vehicles with a particular asset class that
have either met or exceeded their use-
ful life benchmark

» Infrastructure - Percentage of track seg-
ments with performance restrictions

» Facilities - Percentage of facilities within
an asset class rated below condition 3
on the TERM scale

The City of Anderson Transit System (CATS)
coordinates the TAM for Anderson as a Tier |l
agency. There is an additional Tier Il agency
subrecipient, Transit for Rural Areas of Madison
County (TRAM) that qualifies and INDOT is the
Group TAM sponsor for that agency. MCCOG
participated in the development of the TAM
and supports the targets developed by CATS.

CITY OF ANDERSON
TRANSIT SYSTEM
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Transit Safety

The FTA published a final Public Transpor-
tation Agency Safety Plan (PTASP) rule and
related performance measures as a part of
MAP-21. The PTASP rule requires operators of
public transportation that received federal as-
sistance under 49 U.S.C Chapter 53 to develop
and implement a PTASP based on a safety
management systems approach. The transit
agency sets targets in the PTASP based on
the safety performance measures established
in the National Public Transportation Safety
Plan (NPTSP). The required safety performance
measures are:

« Total number of reportable fatalities

« Rate of reportable fatalities per total ve-
hicle revenue miles by mode

« Total number of reportable injuries

» Rate of reportable injuries per total ve-
hicle revenue miles by mode

« Total number of reportable safety events

« Rate of reportable events per total ve-
hicle revenue miles by mode

« System reliability - Mean distance be-
tween major mechanical failures by
mode

CATS develops the PTASP. MCOG partici-
pates in the development of the PTASP and




supports the targets developed by CATS. This
performance measure applies only to assets
operated and maintained by CATS and other
transit providers.

Conclusion

Each of these targets must be met annually
and as a contributor to the statewide targets,
MCCOG must account for project impacts
annually as well. Accountability toward these
targets is linked to the ongoing availability of
annual funding allocation. Although individual
projects do not necessarily have to improve
every measure, project impacts must be con-
sidered even within specific years or range of

years to mitigate the potential for cumulative
negative effects on performance targets.

Unfortunately, the need for improvements
in the planning, design, and funding of the
transportation system is far greater than the
availability of funding. Analysis of current
regional operations and trends; input from
system users, gathered through the public
engagement process; and consideration of
what disruptions the future will bring, high-
light project priorities. However, the final plan
must also consider and respond to fiscal lim-
itations, air quality impacts, and performance
targets. Through these filters, the final path is
determined.

e : 3
Madison ave. Pasg
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Chapter 7
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Final Path

The route to achieve the 2050 inMotion de-
sired vision accounts for existing challenges,
available funding, impacts to performance,
and potential disruptions. A comprehensive
list of recommendations was developed, and
specific actions defined, from these consid-
erations to adequately address the Anderson
MPA's needs.

Consistently, community members stress

the importance of looking at both long-term

needs and short-term activities that could re-
sult in direct, tangible ‘wins’ generated from
the planning process. Short-term recommen-
dations, largely non-infrastructure actions,
illustrate progress and assure the public that
their voices have been heard. A combination
of short- and long-term action items are nec-
essary to address the Anderson MPA’'s wide
range of challenges.

Figure 7.01: Number of Actions by Type
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Actions

Four categories—Connect, Educate, Move, and
Protect—were used to group actions depend-
ing on their primary impact on people.

Actions are categorized by answering the
question: “What is the impact on people?”
Even though the criteria seems relatively
simple, this approach is a shift away from the
conventional method of categorizing infra-
structure projects by specific project design
items. The purpose of categorizing actions
this way is to better align recommendations
with the overall vision and mission of 2050
inMotion.

This section presents a general overview of
the action categories and a list of actions. For
a more detailed description, including cost
estimates and construction year by phase for
infrastructure projects, see Appendix A.OI: Fis-
cally-Constrained Project List.

Figure 7.02: Number of Actions by
Category and Type

® Protect ®Move @Connect ®@Educate

Protect

Actions that protect people aim to shield them
from danger. There are 22 actions in this cate-
gory accounting for approximately 28% of all
recommendations within 2050 inMotion. Of
the 22 actions, 7 are infrastructure projects
and 15 are non-infrastructure policies, plans,
or programs.

The most common infrastructure projects in-
cluded in this category are centered around
safety, including improvements that physically
separate people from vehicles. Intersection
improvements (i.e., roundabout installations)
and roadway lane or width reductions (i.e., road
diets) typically reduce crashes; therefore, fur-
ther supporting transportation system safety.

Many of the non-infrastructure actions within
this category are intended to increase tech-
nical capacity for identifying infrastructure
projects that improve the Anderson MPA's
overall health and safety, such as developing
a road safety audit report program and inte-
grating the MPO health impact assessment
into decision-making procedures. The protect
category is also intended to include actions
that encourage active lifestyles and improve
community health.

Move

Actions that move people aim to advance
them from one place to another with a fo-
cus on regional mobility and efficiency. There
are 14 actions in this category accounting for
approximately 18% of all recommendations
within 2050 inMotion. Of the 14 actions, 3 are
infrastructure projects and 11 are non-infra-
structure policies, plans, or programs.

The most common infrastructure projects in-
cluded in this category are centered around
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regional transportation links and primary
freight corridors. Roadway expansion, new
terrain roadway construction, regional trail
construction, and Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS) installation typically support swift
and efficient travel between communities;
therefore, enhancing transportation system
mobility.

Many of the non-infrastructure actions within
this category are intended to expand con-
nections through existing carpooling and
regional transit initiatives in addition to in-
corporating mass transit considerations into
local decision-making processes. Although a
mass transit connection to Indianapolis was
noted throughout the 2050 inMotion public
input process, it requires further study and
land use changes before a system could be
feasibly supported.

Connect

Actions that connect people aim to provide
them with access to other people, places, and
activities. There are 16 actions in this category
accounting for approximately 20% of all rec-
ommendations within 2050 inMotion. Of the
16 actions, 4 are infrastructure projects and
12 are non-infrastructure policies, plans, or
programs.

The most common infrastructure proj-
ects included in this category are centered
around the local transportation network and
multi-modal integration. Roadway recon-
struction, sidewalk construction, bike lane
construction, and transit operations typically
increase personal reach within communities;
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therefore, enhancing the transportation sys-
tem’s accessibility.

Many of the non-infrastructure actions within
this category are intended to identify opportu-
nities for expanding multi-modal connections
and supporting inclusive design. These proj-
ects are often funded at the local level, but
technical assistance can improve the effec-
tiveness of local actions by coordinating local
and regional improvements.

Educate

Actions that educate people aim to increase
the knowledge, awareness, and transparen-
cy of transportation decisions. There are 27
actions in this category accounting for approx-
imately 34% of all recommendations within
2050 inMotion. All 27 actions in the Educate
category are non-infrastructure policies, plans,
or programs.

Even though all existing actions are
non-infrastructure, they may lead to educa-
tional infrastructure projects in the future.
For example, the Clean Air Aware Program
is investigating the feasibility and impacts of
installing bicycle racks with an educational dis-
play. Displays could link the shift from using a
personal vehicle to walking or biking for a trip
to a reduction in emissions and improvement
in air quality. Similarly, installing dynamic signs
to display an automatically updating number
of muilti-use path, bike lane, and sidewalk users
per day, week, month, or year could be used as
an educational tool illustrating the importance
of these facilities.



The non-infrastructure actions within this
category are intended to build on existing
partnerships, improve support for local deci-
sion-makers, and establish a more effective
two-way communication channel between
community members and professional plan-
ning staff. It is vital that the public is aware and
informed of planning efforts and that planners
are educated on public needs and community
issues.

Categorizing Actions

This approach can result in identifying multi-
ple categories for some infrastructure projects
because of the breadth of elements and issues
they address. Therefore, it is important to con-
sider more than the basic scope of a project
when categorizing it.

For example, a new multi-use path construc-
tion project can:
« Connect people within a community,
» Move people between communities, or

« Protect people from vehicles.

Multi-use paths constructed along existing
roadways to separate people from vehicles are
categorized as Protect. Multi-use paths that
are not constructed along an existing roadway
and link places within a community are cat-
egorized as Connect. Finally, multi-use paths
that are not constructed along an existing
roadway and link people between communi-
ties are categorized as Move.

The criteria used to categorize actions should
be recognized as guidelines and not strict
rules that will always drive to the intent of an
action. Thus, continually refining these crite-
ria will encourage consistent treatment and
reporting.

Table 7.01 provides a recap of the action items
with their associated category assigned, infra-
structure/non-infrastructure designated, the
most directly impacted community denot-
ed, and the status as of plan adoption. Note:
some actions have been completed and are
Mmaintained within the list since the fund-
ing associated with them is part of financial
analysis.

Category Type

@® Connect | Infrastructure

@® Educate NI Non-Infrastructure
® Move

® Protect

Table 7.01 - Recommendations Overview

Type Action Community Status

Business Park Trail Construction Project Pendleton In Process
Indiana Railroad Trail Construction Project Anderson Planned
. | Trans[t Bicycle & Pedestrian Connectivity Projects (Multiple Anderson Planned
Locations)
. | White River Trail Extension Project Anderson Planned
. NI MPO Bike & Pedestrian Plan (Updates) MPA Complete
. NI Sidewalk Gap Identification & Prioritization Tool MPA Complete
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Recommendations Overview

Type Action

Community

Status

. NI CATS Urban Transit Operations Study Anderson Planned
. NI Public Transportation Corporation Feasibility Study éggﬁ{;on / Madison Planned
. NI  Driveway Permit Review Program (INDOT & LPA) MPA Planned
. NI LPA Micro-Mobility Development Program MPA Planned
. NI  Street Design Standards Development Program MPA Planned
. NI ADA Transition & Title VI Plan Development Program MPA On-Going
. NI Asset Management Assistance Program MPA On-Going
. NI Comprehensive Transportation Planning Program MPA On-Going
. NI Right-of-Way Dedication Policy Integration Program MPA On-Going
. NI Transit Bicycle & Pedestrian Connectivity Program MPA On-Going
. NI  Financial Forecast Tool Development MPA Complete
. NT Eggi:g)al Household Travel Survey Program (Hoosier Travel MPA Complete
. NI Metropolitan Transportation Plan (Updates & Amendments) MPA In Process
. NI MPO Public Involvement Plan (Updates) MPA In Process
. NI Project Eligibility Review Program MPA In Process
. NI Scenario Planning Development & Integration Program MPA In Process
. NI System Performance Report Management Program MPA In Process
. NI Travel Demand Model Management MPA In Process
. NI Community Development Assistance Program Anderson Planned
. NI Environmental Awareness & Education Program MPA Planned
. NI Microsimulation Study Development & Integration Initiative MPA Planned
. NI Planning Academy Initiative MPA Planned
. NI Regional Transportation Summit Education Program MPA Planned
. NI Transportation Education Outreach & Training Program MPA Planned
. NI Underserved Community Coordination Program MPA Planned
. NI Heartland Area Rural Planning Program INDOT On-Going
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Recommendations Overview

Type Action Community Status

. NI SO-NSOFAR Traffic Count Program INDOT On-Going
. NI  Citizen Advisory Committee Program MPA On-Going
. NI Clean Air Aware Program MPA On-Going
. NI Geographic Information System Management MPA On-Going
. NI Impact Fee Development Coordination Program MPA On-Going
. NI INDOT-MPO Project Programming & Coordination Program MPA On-Going
. NI MIRE Database Development & Management MPA On-Going
. NI Quarterly Tracking Program MPA On-Going
. NI Red Flag Investigation Report Development Program MPA On-Going
. NI Technical Project Review Program MPA On-Going
. NI TIP Development & Management MPA On-Going
. | 67th Street Extension Project Anderson / Pendleton In Process
. | CR 800 S (136th Street) Corridor Improvement Project Ingalls In Process
. | Madison Street (SR 13) Extension Project Fortville Planned

. NI 1-69 Corridor Development Planning Program MPA Complete
. NI Mass Transit Simulation & Feasibility Tool Development MPA Complete
. NI Park and Ride Lot Program MPA In Process
. NI TRAM Rural Transit Operations Study Madison County Planned

. NI Congestion Management System Program MPA Planned

. NI Functional Classification & NHS Evaluation Program MPA Planned

. NT Egt gtagi)of CR 200 / Fortville Pike to I-70 (Connect 69-70 MPA Planned

. NI lszgﬁc'\c/ki}\l/;e:é 'Il-'gira)glg)ale Trail Feasibility Study (Pendleton to MPA Planned

. NI Workforce Connect Integration Program MPA Planned

. NI Commuter Connect Integration Program MPA On-Going
. NI County Connect Integration Program MPA On-Going
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Recommendations Overview

Type Action Community Status

‘ | Panhandle Trail Transit-Pedestrian Connector Project Anderson In Process
‘ | Mt. Vernon Trail Construction Project Fortville In Process
‘ | Business Park Trail - Arrowhead Trail Construction Project Pendleton In Process
‘ | US 36 (SR 9/SR67) Pedestrian Connectivity Project Pendleton In Process
‘ | US 36 Corridor Relocation / Water Street Extension Project Pendleton In Process
‘ | Water Street Intersection Improvement Pendleton In Process
@ | 538 Eromauay steen) @ SR 13 (Madison sreer
. NI MPO Transportation Safety Plan MPA Complete
. NI Road Diet / Road Right-Sizing Tool Refinement MPA Complete
‘ NT gcRa?tériiRelllc))g / Scatterfield Road Corridor Plan (Uniting Anderson In Process
’ NI Active Anderson Initiative Anderson Planned
’ NI Health Data Linkage Program MPA Planned
’ NI Health Impact Assessment Integration Initiative MPA Planned
’ NI Non-Motorized Monitoring & Data Collection Program MPA Planned
’ NI Safe Routes to School & Wellness Planning Initiative MPA Planned
’ NI Traffic Incident Management Program MPA Planned
’ NI Access Management Policy Integration Program MPA On-Going
’ NI Complete Streets Policy Coordination Program MPA On-Going
’ NI Crash Data Reporting Program MPA On-Going
’ NI Road Safety Audit Report Program MPA On-Going
’ NI Safety Technical Assistance Program MPA On-Going
’ NI Transportation & Air Quality Conformity Program MPA On-Going
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Map 7.01: Fiscally-Constrained Infrastructure Projects
. '

W 5oo N E 500 N

N 700 W
N 200 W
N 200 E
'-NISQGIE--

N 600 W

W 300N

14/6,“
St Rd

|
(-Ihw.s’ter'f‘sll'ﬁi._,.f:;‘

1
i
]
|
]
'
|
]
]

" |
D !
@38 |
[}
[}
- ;
[=]
& ]
" |
1
]
|
]
\ ]
- E 7005 |
\ ]
| = !
~— g |
| ] o '
| iideville i
' |
L ]
& )
'| :: :
il l-—-w 1110-0‘5—--—-—---— --—--—E '1‘1’0‘0‘5----_
|
" |
i r'
3 i Madison Street (SR 13
] adison Street ( )
i ! Intersections —
CR 800 S (136th Street) ,
: @ = l ©) Corridor Improvement @ Mt. Vernon Trail
| l US 36 (Broadway Street) @ e Panhandle Trail Transit-
1 : Q© SR 13 (Madison Street) Pedestrian Connector
i | Intersection Improvement @ Pendleton Business Park Trail
| ] Water Street Intersection : n
\ :. MO (NS, SN 1 @] Improvement e "endleton Business Park Trail

- Arrowhead Trail Segment

Corridors & Trails US 36 (SR 9/SR 67)

: Pedestrian Connectivity
| \ 67th Street Extension Project US 36 Corridor Relocation /

CR 800 S (136th Street) Water Street Extension Project

| \ Corridor Improvement Project e \Vhite River Trail
! N e ndiana Railroad Trail

Miles,A
0 125 25 5 N

MCCOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan_| 145




Regionally Significant Projects

Infrastructure projects noted in Table 7.02 are defined according to the Interagency Consul-
tation Group Conformity Consultation Guidance as regionally significant, meaning they are
not exempt from project-level air-quality analysis. They must be evaluated to ensure that the
resulting air pollution is in accordance with National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).
More information on air quality conformity can be found in Chapter 6.

Table 7.02 - Regionally Significant Projects

DES Sponsor Location & Description Phase Cost Period

MPO-Funded Project Phases

CR 800 S (136th Street) Corridor Improvement 2026 to

west side of US 36 Bridge over Spring Branch

CR 800 S (136th Street) Corridor Improvement

2100092 Ingalls Project: Phase 1, E. CR 168 (Atlantic Road) to SR RW $185,000 5030
13
CR 800 S (136th Street) Corridor Improvement
TBD (formerly |11 Project: Phase 4, Roundabout @ E. CR 168 RW $50000 2926t0
2101290) . 2030
(Atlantic Road)
US 36 Corridor Relocation / Water Street 2026 to
2500042 Pendleton Extension Project, SR 9/SR 67 @ Water Streetto  PE $162,880 2030

LPA-Funded Project Phases

Ditch

2100092 Ingalls Project: Phase 1, E. CR 168 (Atlantic Road) to SR CN $7,059,375 2(2)(2);;0
13
CR 800 S (136th Street) Corridor Improvement
TBD (formerly o)1 Project: Phase 4, Roundabout @ E. CR 168 CN $2446875 202010
2101290) . 2030
(Atlantic Road)
67th Street Extension Project: Phase 1, Layton 2026 to
1592299 Anderson Road (CR 400) to .13 miles west of Foster Branch RW $70,000 2030
Ditch
67th Street Extension Project: Phase 1, Layton 2026 to
1592299 Anderson Road (CR 400) to .13 miles west of Foster Branch CN $8,910,746 5030

INDOT-Funded Project Phases

1702936 INDOT ;’jnigéiiflssg 96/75)&26% miles S. of SR 58 to N. PE $177,000 z%g Oto
1702936 INDOT ?jnigéii?/ssg 96/?#2%5; miles S.of SR38TON. pyy 5900000 29281
1702936 INDOT ;Jusnig éﬁ%g/gg g/';)h.é% miles S. of SR 38 to N. N (RR) £75.000 zg(z)g So
1702936 INDOT ;’jnigéiiflssg 96/75)&%;% miles S. of SR 38 to N. CN $7.514,000 zgég go
1802854 INDOT (SPRer?élslgcoer),,US 36 N. Junction to Huntsville Rd PE $177.000 223250
1802854 INDOT (SpRezéSl;::),AUS 36 N. Junction to Huntsville Rd RW $146,000 Zgéfzsgo
1802854 INDOT (SPRegéSI;::),.US 36 N. Junction to Huntsville Rd cN $3.610,000 Zggggo
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Regionally Significant Projects

DES Sponsor Location & Description Phase Funds Period

MPO- or LPA-Funded Anticipated Project Phases -- Not in Current TIP --

NOAVARD  Forwile  Madison strest (SR 13) Extension Profect N.CR pe sanoon 203
NOAWARD Forile  Madisen street (58 15) Exterion Pofect N.CR yy ssao000 2031
NOAWARD Forwile  Madison strest (SR 13) Extension Profect N CR ey g57a0000 203 1
NOAWARD Anderson S7thStrest Extansion project: Phase 114434 200110
NOAWARD  Anderson STth Strest Extension Profect Phase2 oy sipomzy 20010
NOAWARD  Anderson 7th Strsst Extension project Phase 3 Foster | gy azeos 2061 0
NOAWARD  Anderson 7t Strsst Extension project Phase 3 fostet |y g130mm7e7 2041 °
ggo'bc‘)\gng Pendleton lEJ)ft:?\.sci::iI;’r‘:j:et:,lg‘l;ag/‘;g/6"’7vi@te\;Vastt;$§:reet to PE $268,185 2281550
west side of US 36 Bridge over Spring Branch
(’;(;o%\/ovsz;D Pendleton :ftzﬁ's‘i:zrr\rrrz;eﬁlosﬁggg/6"7va@;vV:tter$§tfeet to RW $134003 20000°
west side of US 36 Bridge over Spring Branch
(’\go%\é)vfzpit) Pendleton :ft:ﬁgg;rfrz;et:f‘;;ag/%gQg’i@tv\/::;f;reet to CN $2681.853 22815(;0

west side of US 36 Bridge over Spring Branch
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Performance Impacts

The actions developed through 2050 inMo-
tion are intended to align with federal and
state goals for performance-based planning
and positively impact performance measures
while supporting the defined guiding direc-
tion. Although the MCCOG travel demand
model, Prometheus, does not currently in-
clude functionality for estimating impacts on
all performance targets, a range of metrics
provides insight into expected impacts and
can be assessed in conjunction with qualitative
information. Several non-infrastructure actions
specifically improve the ability to track and il-
lustrate performance, including the continued
refinement and enhancement of Prometheus.

As indicated in Chapter 5, the 2050 TDM zones
represent future assumptions to forecast the
impact and performance of the transportation
system. The combined forecast accounts for
the most recent growth rates and patterns,
especially in the southwest subregion. Where
feasible, measures are evaluated for under-
served populations as well as the Anderson
MPA to gain a better understanding of com-
munity impacts.

Each analysis topic highlights key metrics
and, where possible, provides a comparison
between today, a no-build future (the future
without 2050 inMotion), and a build future (the
future with 2050 inMotion). These metrics are
intended as high-level indicators of impacts
to performance. A more detailed overview of
the actions MCCOG has taken, and continues
to build on, to support system performance
is available in Appendix E.O1: System Perfor-
Mmance Report.
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System Utilization and Reliability

There are many measures to track the trans-
portation system'’s use and the effects that
over-use can have. 2050 inMotion includes
three primary metrics:

e Vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
« Annual vehicle miles traveled per capita

» Percent of time spent in congestion

In each case, the desire is to reduce overall
travel and travel times to improve reliability.
The guiding structure and final action items
are intended to mitigate existing issues while
encouraging more localized travel to decrease
long-distance trips. Overall travel, as measured
by either VMT or Annual VMT per Capita, is
projected to continue following current trends
while new terrain facilities, such as the 67th
Street Extension Project, induce additional
demand compared with the no-build scenario.

Even though they are separate goals, reducing
congestion is closely tied to system reliability.
Corridors such as |-69, SR 9 / Scatterfield Road,
and US 36 /SR 67 are vital to ensure reliability
through the mitigation of congestion issues.
Continued analysis, monitoring, and scenario
testing is expected to further improve system
reliability and combat congestion moving for-
ward. By improving system efficiencies like
utilizing smart traffic signals for optimizing
operational timings and encouraging changes
in land use development patterns may help
mitigate some of the infrastructure impacts.



Table 7.03 - Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled

Desired
Base

Without 2050 inMotion

Source: Prometheus TDM

With 2050 inMotion

1,379 (in
millions)

' ' 10314

Total |

Per
Capita |

Desired Trend

1723 _~ 1756 _~
2495% 10l 2733% 1l
11,221 .~ 11,434 A,
g70% 111 1086% 111

e: Prometheus

Without 2050 inMotion With 2050 inMotion

47.10%

~
I

Environment

Transportation plays a significant role in
the quality, preservation, and maintenance
of our environment. Transportation directly
supports land consumption by expanding
access to locations, resulting in an increase in
air pollutant emissions. Public engagement
participants stressed the importance of pre-
serving land, curbing sprawl, and encouraging
more compact development patterns. Com-
paring emissions rates between today and
the future with and without 2050 inMotion

Desired Trend Base

Type

NOX S 220
(ozone) l l ] '
Y
1.57

VOC ||'

— —

477.36%
0.55%

47.94%
1.78%

shows significant improvements over the base,
but little difference between the future with
and without proposed infrastructure projects.
Likely, this change is due to the anticipated
improvements in gas mileage and increasing
integration of electric and hybrid vehicles into
the regional mix of personal vehicles. Further
investigation into the impact of policy chang-
es, like encouraging walk, bike, transit, and
carpool trips may provide additional insights
into non-infrastructure actions that support
improved air quality.

Without 2050 inMotion With 2050 inMotion

136 =~ 136 N
s087% 111 5974% 110
059 ~ 059 ~
62.40% 111 6249% 111
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Transportation Options

2050 inMotion aims to support the integra-
tion of transportation modes to increase the
viability of transportation options that reliably
move people throughout the MPA. An inte-
grated transportation system focuses less on
the personal vehicle or single-occupancy vehi-
cle (SOV) trips and more on balancing efforts
to improve other modes. Prometheus is de-
signed to approximate the percentage of trips
that are made using four modes: single-occu-
pancy vehicle (SOV), high-occupancy vehicle
(HOV - 2+ occupants), transit, and walk & bike.

The resulting estimates are presented for the
entire MPA, as well as a selection of zones

Table 7.06 - Mode Percent of Total MPA Trips

Desired Trend Base

N
1K

Mode

SOV 52.80
HOV / 4402
11 |
Transit / 0.47
11
Walk -~
2.72

& Bike l'l

Table 7.07 - Mode Percent of Total Underserved Areas Trips

Mode Desired Trend Base

Without 2050 inMotion

Without 2050 inMotion

representing traditionally underserved com-
Mmunities. The zones selected as underserved
follow the vulnerability measure developed in
Chapter 2 and illustrated in Map 2.10. Overall,
there is a mix of outcomes in shifting modes.
While there are small gains in walk and bike
trips in both the MPA and underserved zones,
there is also a loss of transit trips. Unfortunately,
Prometheus has limited input for measuring
transit improvements beyond mode choice.
Like the previous note on air quality impacts,
further investigation into policy-level improve-
ments to support transit, carpooling, and
walk-bike trips should be pursued.

Source: Prometheus TDM

With 2050 inMotion

5208 —> 5288 —>
035% I 0179% I
4384 =—> 4396 =—>
040% I 013% 111

042 ™~ 042 ™~
0400 10 0e8% 11

275 —> 274 —>
131% 100 077% 111

Source: Prometheus TDM

With 2050 inMotion

~
1K

sov 50.28
HovV t 4513
11
Transit / 1.08
11
Walk -,
& Bike | | | 320
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015% ||| -014% |1}
4492 =3 45.18 =—>
047% ||| 011% |1}

170 =3 1.07 =3
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System Access

The transportation system plays a vital role in
supporting economic vitality. One measure
that can be reviewed using the Prometheus
TDM is the percentage of jobs available within
varying drive times. Since this data is devel-
oped at the zonal level, multiple areas can be
reported. Like mode choice, the percent of jobs
by drive access is reviewed for both the MPA
and underserved areas. The charts indicate
that while the estimated future allocation of
employment provides a slight improvement
in job access within both 15- and 30-minute
drives, the infrastructure projects for 2050
inMotion have a larger impact. Unfortunate-
ly, this trend does not hold for underserved
areas at the 15-minute drive time threshold.
However, the greatest gains reviewed are at
the 30-minute drive time threshold for un-
derserved areas.

Table 7.08 - Percent of Jobs by Drive Access

Desired
Trend

~,

Base

Type

within 15 1 74%
minutes | ' ' R
within30  ~2 2150
minutes ] l ' o

Table 7.09 - Percent of Jobs by Drive Access for Underserved Areas

Desired
Trend

~,

Base

Type

within 15 5 18%
minutes | ' ' e
within30  ~2

minutes ] l ' 8.20%

Without 2050 inMotion

Without 2050 inMotion

Unfortunately, this level of review is not avail-
able for comparing access for transit, walking,
or biking. One of the most profound programs
within 2050 inMotion for supporting transit
is the Transit Pedestrian & Bicycle Connec-
tivity Program that concentrates bicycle and
pedestrian improvements around transit.
There is a significant opportunity to integrate
multi-modal networks within the Anderson
MPA to increase transit ridership. It is import-
ant to note that the transit system overall is
expected to remain the same as it currently
is until specific studies and recommendations
for improvements can be made. Studies for
both the CATS and TRAM transit operations
are recommended in the non-infrastructure
action items. Future system access reviews
should consider methods for estimating
sidewalk and transit improvement impacts
to overall access.

Source: Prometheus TDM

With 2050 inMotion

1.78% =—> 1.96% -~
206% |11 1261% 011
13.91% —> 1480% _~
524% I 1202% 101

Source: Prometheus TDM

With 2050 inMotion

158% ~ 183% ~~
2757% |11 16319 11
9.65% .~ 11.73% _~,
17.68% 111 4305% 111
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Safety

Recently, a lot of attention has been drawn
to tracking safety performance and evalu-
ating the ability of projects to reduce crash
rates within the State of Indiana. 2050 in-
Motion illustrates how safety is a priority of
decision-making, because Protect is included
as an action category.

Actions not directly categorized as Protect
can also include a safety element. Moreover,
all projects scoped by MCCOGC consider how
to address safety issues. However, MCCOG
policies will be expanded to include a more
formal integration of Road Safety Audit (RSA)
reporting in the project scope development
process. RSAs are 1 of the 20 FHWA Proven
Safety Countermeasures, providing a safety
benefit of approximately 10-60% reduction in
total crashes.

In addition to RSAs, 2050 inMotion includes
projects with at least six other FHWA Proven
Safety Countermeasures: corridor access man-
agement, roundabouts, medians/pedestrian
crossing islands, pedestrian hybrid beacons,
road diets, and walkways. Crash reduction es-
timates vary across the countermeasures from
10-80% fewer crashes.
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In addition to total crash reductions, non-mo-
torized crashes are a noted concern within
Indiana generally, and the Anderson MPA spe-
cifically. Even though the Transit Pedestrian &
Bicycle Connectivity Program is not included
in the Protect category, the program is ex-
pected to reduce non-motorized crashes in
Anderson. Installing sidewalks along roadways
without them has proven to reduce crashes
involving pedestrians walking along roadways
by 65-89%".

Approximately 44 miles of sidewalk, 15 miles of
trail, or 82 miles of bike lanes could be installed
through the Transit Pedestrian & Bicycle Con-
nectivity Program. If the program funds a mix
of facilities and accounts for the addition of
ADA-compliant curb ramps, it could still fund
20 miles of sidewalk, 20 miles of bike lanes, 400
curb ramps, and 4 miles of paved trail.

Prometheus is not capable of predicting over-
all system safety improvements yet. However,
including Proven Safety Countermeasures as
well as non-infrastructure actions for integrat-
ing safety analysis is expected to result in crash
reductions and enhanced capabilities for iden-
tifying future impacts.



Financial Analysis

The recommendations identified in this chap-
ter represent the fiscally constrained actions
needed to overcome existing challenges while
beginning to address the impacts of future
growth. This final list of actions was developed
based on the available financial resources of
the MPO and LPAs to ensure Fiscal Constraint.
However, the needs identified through the
2050 inMotion planning process significantly
outweigh the available funding. Therefore, the
final list of actions also includes an “illustrative
list” of projects that represent needs identified
in the MTP but outside of the fiscal means of
2050 inMotion. As other funding sources are
identified or projected funds increase, projects
from this illustrative list will be considered for
MPO funding awards.

The full fiscally constrained and illustrative ac-
tion lists are included in the appendix.

Analysis Assumptions

As Chapter 6 discusses, there are many con-
siderations to account for when determining
Fiscal Constraint. The Fiscal Constraint Over-
view table summarizes these considerations to
highlight available funds and compare them
to estimated project costs within each anal-
ysis period and for the entire MTP program
through 2050. The table is split into three pri-
mary programs that must each illustrate Fiscal
Constraint: State, MPO & LPA, and Transit.

State Program

The State analysis primarily serves to illustrate
the amount of State funds currently allocated
to projects within the MPA through the STIP.
Available state revenues are estimated by al-
locating a percentage of the annual INDOT
funding to the region based on the contribu-
tion to statewide vehicle miles traveled. As of
2024 Madison County, Fortville, and Daleville

Table 7.10 -Fiscal Constraint Overview

Funding Program Level

2026 to 2030 2031 to 2040 2041 to 2050

Total

Revenue $260.39 $492.13 $475.23 $1,227.74
Project Costs $242.91 $- $- $242.91
Fiscally Constrained | TRUE | TRUE | TRUE | TRUE
MPO Revenue $17.53 $38.96 $36.55 $93.03
Local Revenue $61.92 $89.29 $96.36 $247.57
Project Costs
MPO Funds Required $16.96 $38.92 $36.26 $92.14
Total Local Required $25.79 $70.86 $93.48 $190.13
Fiscally Constrained TRUE | TRUE | TRUE | TRUE
Transit
Federal Revenue $11.71 $24.53 $26.22 $62.45
Local Revenue $45.70 $40.12 $28.59 $114.41
Project Costs
Federal Required $11.66 $24.19 $25.53 $61.38
Local Match Required $10.09 $21.51 $23.46 $55.06
Fiscally Constrained | TRUE | TRUE | TRUE | TRUE
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Source: INDOT Office
of Finance

Figure 7.03: INDOT Revenue Forecast
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$1.00

$0.50

2020 2025 2030

represented 1.72% of Indiana VMT and there-
fore we assume 1.72% of annual funds would be
allocated to the region on average. Additional-
ly, INDOT funding for future years is generally
depleted, following the latest projections and
guidance from INDOT (see Figure 7.03).

The INDOT Long Range Transportation Plan
(LRTP) is a policy document that does not es-
tablish a fiscally constrained project list the
way that MTPs are required to. Therefore, the
State analysis only includes projects listed
in the current TIP, including statewide and
districtwide grouped projects (i.e., Statewide
HELPERS Program for Local Roads & Streets).
The total cost of INDOT projects within the
MPA is estimated by adding a percentage of
both the statewide and districtwide project
costs to the specific projects. Like the revenue
estimation, 1.72% of statewide project costs are
included. However, the Anderson region rep-
resents a higher percentage of the Greenfield
district roadway mileage (8.80%) than VMT
(5.95%), so this percentage is used instead of
the VMT to take a more conservative approach.

From 2026 to 2050, approximately $1.2 billion
is available for projects within the Anderson
MPA, including $260 million for the exist-
ing STIP timeframe (2026-2030). From 2026

154 | MCCOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan

2035 2040 2045 2050

to 2030, project costs in the Anderson MPA
total nearly $243 million. Therefore, the state
program is fiscally constrained, programming
less funding toward projects than available
revenues.

While an MPO does not program state DOT
funding for specific projects, the MTP public
participation process typically has a signifi-
cant focus on the state-managed facilities,
as they are often the primary transporta-
tion arteries through a community. Similarly,
public comments collected during the 2050
inMotion planning process included signifi-
cant interest in and concern regarding many
state-managed facilities. Furthermore, these
state-managed facilities are a significant part
of the Travel Demand Model (TDM) and usually
generate specific results regarding existing
and anticipated deficiencies.

The appendix includes a list of state-man-
aged facility potential deficiencies identified
through the MTP process. The funding period
and proposed cost estimates are not included
in this list as they have not yet been vetted by
INDOT, identified as specific projects, or con-
sidered for programming of funds.



MPO & LPA Program

At the MPO level, one of the most important
assumptions to make is accounting for the
difference in annual inflation rates for revenues
compared to project costs. Due to the addi-
tional uncertainty around Federal funding as
the lIJA expires without a replacement funding
bill, and following guidance from the INDOT
Office of Finance, this analysis assumes a flat
line projection (i.e., 0% growth in revenues
per year) starting from the draft 2027 Federal
funding appropriation from the INDOT Of-
fice of Finance. Additionally, following trends,
inflation rates of approximately 3% per year
were applied to estimate project costs. The
combination of these assumptions represents
the real-world challenge of the decreasing
power of funding to meet the need for system
improvements.

As noted in Chapter 6, there are multiple fund-
ing sources for MPO revenue, each with slightly
different uses and limitations. The primary
funding source for non-infrastructure actions
is the Metropolitan Planning (PL) program.
However, MPOs have the option to transfer
some funds from the other source accounts
to increase available planning funds. The
Anderson MPO transfers approximately $1.3
million per year to cover increasing planning
demands and on-going technical support for
local partners. The MPO fiscal constraint tool
explicitly accounts for funding transfers and
separates infrastructure and non-infrastruc-
ture revenues to ensure the project costs are
properly aligned.

The MPO analysis also includes an estimate
of local funds available. Most federal funding
requires the community sponsor to provide a
portion of the final project cost. Typically, the
community is responsible for 20% of the total
project. Local revenues were estimated using

Indiana Department of Local Government
Finance (DLGF) disbursements for eligible
matching accounts like Motor Vehicle High-
way (MVH) and Local Roads and Streets (LRS)
funds. System expansion projects (i.e., new
roads, trails, sidewalks or added travel lanes)
also add on-going costs for operations and
Mmaintenance that must be accounted for.
These costs are assumed based on average
per mile annual expenses and build from
analysis period to analysis period (i.e., all O&M
costs in the 2026 to 2030 period are inflated
and included in the 2031 to 2040 and 2041 to
2050 periods). Following the trend above, local
revenue is inflated at a lower rate than project
or operation and maintenance costs. Finally,
while bridge replacement is not typically fund-
ed using MPO funds due to overall cost, these
projects significantly deplete available local
funds. For the purposes of this financial anal-
ysis, all 6 bridges rated as poor and 64 bridges
rated as fair (approximately 48% of fair bridges)
were assumed for replacement or significant
repair due to age.

Approximately $92 million of the available $93
million federal funding and $82 million of local
funding is required to finance the full 2050 in-
Motion MPO program. Note: the local funding
included here is strictly the match and O&M
costs of the MPO-funded projects. Additional
local project costs are used in the calculations
just to reduce available local match, and the
summary table presents the total local funding
spent including non-MPO-funded projects.

Transit Program

Transit is also separated within the analysis, be-
cause there are two transit systems operating
exclusively within the MPA: CATS and TRAM.
Both CATS and TRAM receive funding direct-
ly from FTA. The Hancock Area Rural Transit
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(HART) system also operates within the MPA;
however, HART apportionments are accounted
for in the Indianapolis MPO MTP, Circle 2050,
instead of 2050 inMotion, because HART has a
limited service area within the Anderson MPA.

CATS and TRAM are independent of MCCOG,
but our organizational purposes overlap. All
agencies must coordinate with the MPO to en-
sure both operating and capital improvement
funds are included in the TIP. The financial
analysis for transit is similar to the MPO anal-
ysis with conservative inflation rates applied to
recent federal funding allocations and high-
er inflation rates applied to estimated costs.
Special funds can also be included in the fi-
nancial analysis and, in this case, funds from
the CARES Act (noted in Chapter 6) as well as
other FTA programs like 5339 and 5310 have
been considered in the financial analysis. Fi-
nally, local revenues are generated through
fares, advertising fees, and state public mass
transit funds, which can be used as required
local matching funds.

Approximately $61 million of federal funding
and $55 million of local match is required to
fund the full 2050 inMotion Transit program.
Although transit funding can require only
20% match for capital improvements, both
CATS and TRAM typically use the funding for
operations, which requires a 50% match. De-
spite the higher proportion of local match
required, both the federal transit funds and
local funds available for match exceed the re-
guired amounts, so the Transit project list is
also fiscally constrained.

Funding Summary

The 79 actions identified through public input
and technical analysis as part of the fiscally
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constrained list for 2050 inMotion can be re-
viewed in two ways:

« Comparing the total actions.

« Comparing the percent of total funding.

The number of actions by category and type
are highlighted within the recommendations,
but additional insight can be gained by report-
ing the percentage of total funding dedicated
to each category. However, when it comes to
funding, non-infrastructure items must be
combined and compared to the infrastructure
funding dedicated to each category. Since the
Educate category is entirely non-infrastructure,
it is not illustrated separately.

65 non-infrastructure actions compose over
82% of the action list and 29% of the total
funding. These policies, plans, and programs
support all four categories and work to

Figure 7.04: Percent of Funds by
Category

® Protect ® Move @Connect
® Non-Infrastructure



enhance future infrastructure projects while
providing valuable services across the MPA.
The remaining 71% of funding is split between
Move, Connect, and Protect with Move con-
stituting the greatest portion of funding.
Overall, the balance of funding and actions
by categories aligns with the MTP vision by
strengthening local safety, connectivity, and
movement through reconstruction, transit/
trail/sidewalk expansion, and intersection
improvements.

Moving Forward

Developing a Metropolitan Transportation Plan
(MTP) is a requirement for all MPOs as well
as a critical activity identifying the needs of
people who rely on the Anderson MPA's trans-
portation system. Even though it is likely that
the need will always outweigh the available
financial resources, public input and technical
analysis can highlight actions that will have the
greatest impact to move our region forward.

Moving forward, the MTP must be updated
every 5 years to incorporate the latest analyses
and public input to ensure that the action list
continues to support the guiding direction.

The next steps for the MTP include:
» Conduct the Project Eligibility Review
(PER) process
o Conduct a scenario planning process

o Incorporate new household travel sur-
vey data into Prometheus

o Develop and refine MPO supporting
plans (between MTP updates)

« Conduct public engagement to reas-
sess the direction

« Update & extend MTP to 2055

Continuously developing and refining analyt-
ical tools like Prometheus will help provide a

greater understanding of project impacts to
improve programming and prioritization.

As highlighted throughout the non-infrastruc-
ture recommendations, other MPO planning
documents can inform future MTP updates
by further delving into specific components of
the transportation system. It is vital to continue
developing supporting documents and tools
like the Safety Plan, Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan, and Corridor Plans during the interim
period between MTP updates.

2050 inMotion uses a single set of assump-
tions to forecast development and estimate
project impacts. However, Prometheus is un-
dergoing significant updates to support the
evaluation of hundreds of possible futures and
combinations of policies that 2050 inMotion is
unable to fully investigate. In the future, devel-
opment of a scenario planning effort will allow
us to further stress test regional policies and
guide project prioritization.

Between making major updates and following
air quality and transportation conformity re-
quirements, any regionally significant project
as identified by the Central Indiana Airshed
Interagency Consultation Group (ICG) not
included in 2050 inMotion will require an
amendment to the MTP. Per EPA require-
ments, amendments must be made even if
the project is not funded by the MPO, such as
qualifying INDOT projects within the Anderson
MPA. In coordination with the Indianapolis
MPO, applicable projects will be amended into
2050 inMotion every six months.

Some action items are implemented following
Federally mandated cycles, but discretionary
activities can also be completed following pub-
lic input in pursuit of addressing community
needs. The Action Item Prioritization Survey
provided significant input to help establish
the order of implementation for discretionary
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activities. The following actions illustrate those
items that align the most with input from the
survey.

o ADA Transition & Title VI Plan Develop-
ment Program

o CATS Urban Transit Operations Study

« Clean Air Aware Program

« Commuter Connect Integration

Program
» County Connect Integration Program

« Underserved Community Coordination
Program

« Safe Routes to School & Wellness Plan-
ning Initiative

« Complete Streets Policy Coordination
Program

o Road Safety Audit Report Program

« MIRE Database Development &
Management

The recommendations identified in 2050
inMotion will be reviewed, amended, and repri-
oritized based upon community needs and
available funding. 2050 inMotion is designed
to support the prioritization and programming
of MPO funds through the TIP and UPWP.
Regular updates to these items will assist the
MPO in developing a fiscally constrained TIP
document every two years with specific infra-
structure improvement projects throughout
the Anderson MPA. Similarly, an assessment
of progress in non-infrastructure recommen-
dations will guide the annual UPWP update
to allocate agency resources for developing
interim tools and plans that expand the local
and regional understanding of the transpor-
tation system.

We can expect the outcomes identified in 2050

inMotion to happen if the future matches the

assumptions made. But the future may not
match. In fact, maybe it shouldn’t.

What really happens depends on all of us, working
together to reach a better future.

And now the real work begins.
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