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317.635.3344
Monday – Friday: 7 a.m. – 7 p.m.
Saturday: 9 a.m. – 4 p.m.
www.IndyGo.net

IndyGo’s Title VI notice to the public is posted in the fol-
lowing locations:

■■ All transit vehicles

■■ IndyGo website:  
www.indygo.net/about-indygo/title-vi/

■■ IndyGo Fixed Route Guidelines

■■ IndyGo Open Door Rider Guidelines

■■ System Map

■■ IndyGo reception desk and meeting rooms

■■ Julia M. Carson Transit Center

A copy of the system map and a screen capture of the 
IndyGo Title VI website have been included in Appendix A. 

2)	 A copy of the recipient’s instructions to the pub-
lic regarding how to file a Title VI discrimination 
complaint, including a copy of the complaint 
form. 

Instructions for filing Title VI discrimination complaints are 
included in the IndyGo Title VI notice to the public. Cus-
tomers are instructed to file a complaint through the Cus-
tomer Service Center by either calling or completing an 
online comment form. A copy of the online comment form 
is provided in Appendix B. Customers may also download 
a complaint form and mail or fax it to the Director of Com-
pliance and Civil Rights. A copy of the complaint form is 
provided in Appendix B.

T his document is being submitted by the Indianap-
olis Public Transportation Corporation (IndyGo) to 
the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) in compli-

ance with the requirements of FTA Circular 4702.1B “Ti-
tle VI Requirement and Guidelines for Federal Transit Ad-
ministration Recipients.” This document specifically meets 
the requirements of Chapter III, Part 4 “Requirement to 
Prepare and Submit a Title VI Program.” The necessary 
contents of each Title VI program, as outlined in Chapter 
III, are shown below with responses detailing how IndyGo 
has met each requirement.

1)	 A copy of the recipient’s Title VI notice to the pub-
lic that indicates the recipient complies with Title 
VI, and informs members of the public of the pro-
tections against discrimination afforded to them 
by Title VI. Include a list of locations where the 
notice is posted.

IndyGo operates its programs without regard to race, col-
or or national origin in accordance with Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964. It informs members of the public of 
the protections against discrimination afforded to them by 
Title VI. A copy of the public notice is located in Appendix 
A. The text reads as follows:

In accordance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, IndyGo operates its programs without regard to 
race, color or national origin. If you believe you have 
been the victim of a discriminatory practice under Title 
VI, you may file an official complaint. For more infor-
mation on IndyGo’s Title VI Policy and the procedures 
to file a complaint, contact:

IndyGo Customer Service at Transit Center
Monday – Friday: 8 a.m. – 6 p.m.
Saturday: 9 a.m. – Noon
Call Center Hours

Title VI Program
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5)	 A copy of the recipient’s plan for providing lan-
guage assistance to persons with limited English 
proficiency, based on the DOT LEP Guidance.

IndyGo’s plans for providing language assistance to LEP 
populations are included in the public engagement plan 
found in Appendix C.

6)	 Recipients that have transit-related, non-elected 
planning boards, advisory councils or committees, 
or similar bodies, the membership of which is se-
lected by the recipient, must provide a table de-
picting the racial breakdown of the membership 
of those committees, and a description of efforts 
made to encourage the participation of minorities 
on such committees or councils.

IndyGo’s Board of Directors consists of seven members 
which are appointed by the Mayor of Indianapolis and the 
City-County Council of Indianapolis and Marion County. 
As such, this requirement does not apply.

A separate Mobility Advisory Council (MAC) has been es-
tablished by the Board of Directors to advise IndyGo on 
the provision of public transportation services for individ-
uals with disabilities and provide education to the general 
public about these transportation needs. The current ra-
cial makeup of the MAC is four individuals who identify as 
Black or African American and six individuals who identify 
as White. Given the historically diverse racial makeup of 
MAC members, no additional steps have been deemed 
necessary to encourage minority participation on the 
MAC.

7)	 Primary recipients shall include a narrative or de-
scription of efforts the primary recipient uses to 
ensure subrecipients are complying with Title VI, 
as well as a schedule of subrecipient Title VI pro-
gram submissions.

IndyGo extends Federal financial assistance to subrecipi-
ents through the JARC, New Freedom, and Section 5310 
programs. 

IndyGo provides a summary and checklist of Title VI pro-
gram requirements, a sample notice to the public, sample 
complaint form and sample complaint procedures to all 

3)	 A list of any public transportation-related Title VI 
investigations, complaints, or lawsuits filed with 
the recipient since the time of the last submission. 

A total of six official complaints have been filed since the 
previous Title VI program submission. One complaint was 
filed with the Indiana Civil Rights Commission (ICRC) and 
five were filed with the Indianapolis Public Transportation 
Corporation (IPTC). A summary of complaints filed with 
IndyGo and actions taken are summarized in Appendix B.
 
4)	 A public participation plan that includes an out-

reach plan to engage minority and limited English 
proficient populations, as well as a summary of 
outreach efforts made since the last Title VI Pro-
gram submission. 

IndyGo’s public engagement plan is included in Appendix 
C. The plan describes all aspects of the public engagement 
process including, the thresholds for determining when 
public hearings are necessary, the appropriate timeline 
and means of communication for advertising the public 
hearing, acceptable venues for meetings, and the required 
contents for the public hearings. The document also in-
cludes strategies for providing meaningful outreach to 
limited English proficient (LEP) populations.

Since the previous Title VI program submittal, IndyGo has 
conducted a number of focused public outreach efforts. 
These include:

■■ Public outreach related to the TOD (Tran-
sit Oriented Development) Strategic Plan

■■ Efforts related to Green, Blue, Pur-
ple, and Red Line service recommenda-
tions and facility improvements.

■■ Public and stakeholder outreach related to pro-
posed 2016 service changes (the proposed 
changes were implemented in June 2016).

In addition to these focused efforts IndyGo continues to 
provide information to, and solicit feedback from the pub-
lic via traditional media, social media, and its customer 
service programs. A complete summary of IndyGo public 
outreach efforts since the previous Title VI program sub-
mission is included in Appendix C.
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IndyGo has not constructed an applicable facility since the 
previous Title VI Program submission.

9)	 Additional information as specified in chapters IV, 
V, and VI, depending on whether the recipient is 
a fixed route transit provider, a State, or an MPO.

a)	 System-wide service standards and sys-
tem-wide service policies, whether existing or 
new (i.e., adopted by the transit provider since 
the last submission).

IndyGo uses the following system-wide service stan-
dards and policies to evaluate transit service:

■■ Vehicle Load: IndyGo’s service standard for 
vehicle load is a maximum peak load factor of 
1.25 and a maximum off-peak load factor of 
1.00. Load factor is defined as the number of 
passengers on a bus divided by the number 
of seats available. IndyGo’s peak periods are 
defined as weekdays between 6:00 a.m. and 
9:00 a.m. and between 3:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m.

■■ Vehicle Headway: IndyGo’s service stan-
dard for vehicle headway is 30 minutes 
or less during peak periods and 60 min-
utes or less during off-peak periods. 

■■ On-Time Performance: IndyGo measures 
the on-time performance of its buses at set 

subrecipients. Copies of these documents have been pro-
vided in Appendix D. IndyGo also provides Title VI training 
to all potential subrecipients during the annual “call for 
projects” meeting. Subrecipients are additionally provided 
either a copy of or link to the IndyGo Title VI Program Plan, 
which includes the IndyGo notice to the public, complaint 
form and complaint procedures for their reference. 

Subrecipients are required to submit their Title VI Program 
documentation to IndyGo every 3 years. The IPTC Director 
of Compliance and Civil Rights completes a compliance 
review of each subrecipient and issues a review letter ad-
vising the subrecipient that they are either in compliance 
or that follow up is needed. Subrecipients are additionally 
monitored for Title VI compliance during site visits. A copy 
of the site visit checklist has been provided in Appendix D. 
All subrecipients also annually complete the FTA-required 
Title VI certifications and assurances. In addition, IndyGo 
monitors subrecipients by requiring Title VI complaint re-
ports and a summary of public outreach and involvement 
activities on an annual basis. 

8)	 If the recipient has constructed a facility, such as 
a vehicle storage facility, maintenance facility, 
operation center, etc., the recipient shall include 
a copy of the Title VI equity analysis conducted 
during the planning stage with regard to the lo-
cation of the facility.

	 Service	Area	 Mobile	Advisory	Council	
(MAC)	Members	

Non-Hispanic,	White	 420,340	 55%	 6	 60%	
Hispanic	or	Latino	 80,341	 11%	 0	 0%	

Black	or	African	American	 221,003	 29%	 4	 40%	
American	Indian	and	Alaska	

Native	
1,229	 0%	 0	 0%	

Asian	 16,895	 2%	 0	 0%	
Native	Hawaiian	and	Other	

Pacific	Islander	
169	 0%	 0	 0%	

Other	 2,145	 0%	 0	 0%	
Two	or	More	Races	 18,345	 2%	 0	 0%	

 

TABLE 1: RATIAL BREAKDOWN OF MOBILE ADVISORY COUNCIL (MAC) MEMBERS
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tions where a citizen has agreed to fully accept 
responsibility to empty trash on a weekly basis.

■■ Vehicle Assignment: IndyGo’s service policy is 
for its transit vehicles to be assigned equitably 
between all routes with regard to vehicle age. 

b)	A demographic analysis of the transit provid-
er’s service area. This shall include demograph-
ic maps and charts completed since submission 
of the last Title VI Program that contains de-
mographic information and service profiles.

Maps highlighting the distribution of minority, non-mi-
nority, low-income, and non-low-income populations 
throughout the IndyGo service area are included in 
the Service Monitoring Report in Appendix E. Addi-
tional maps also highlight the distribution of minority, 
non-minority, low-income, and non-low-income routes 
as defined by the FTA. 

The IndyGo fixed-route service area is defined as the 
extents of Marion County. The demographic data is 
from the 2015 American Community Survey. The total 
population for the IndyGo service area is 926,335. The 

timepoints along each route. IndyGo defines 
a bus arrival as on-time if it arrives at a time-
point no more than one minute earlier or 
five minutes later than the scheduled arrival 
time. IndyGo’s service standard is for 90 per-
cent of bus timepoint arrivals to be on-time.

■■ Service Availability: IndyGo’s service stan-
dard for service availability is for 80 percent 
of the service area population to be located 
within three-quarter miles of transit service. 

■■ Distribution of Transit Amenities: IndyGo’s 
service policy is for transit amenities to be 
distributed equitably throughout the system. 
Transit amenities include shelters, benches, 
informational displays, and trash cans. IndyGo’s 
current policy states that the ridership threshold 
for Shelters is 20 passenger boardings per day, 
standard benches it is 10 boardings per day, and 
Simmie Seat two-person benches it is 5 board-
ings per day. IndyGo does not have a thresh-
old for trash receptacles. Trash receptacles are 
provided at each shelter location and by request 
through the Adopt a Stop Program. Adopt a 
Stop trash receptacles are only placed in loca-
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The meeting minutes documenting the IndyGo Board’s 
review and approval of the proposed Title VI policies 
are included in the summary of public outreach efforts 
in Appendix G.

g)	Results of equity analyses for any major ser-
vice changes and/or fare changes implement-
ed since the last Title VI Program submission. 

IndyGo conducted a service equity analysis for the pro-
posed service changes that were part of their 2016 In-
dyGo Forward service restructuring. This analysis found 
no disparate impacts to minority populations or dis-
proportionate burdens to low-income populations as 
a result of the service improvements. The IndyGo For-
ward Title VI Service Equity Analysis report is provided 
in Appendix H. 

h)	A copy of board meeting minutes or a resolu-
tion demonstrating the board’s or governing 
entity or official(s)’s consideration, awareness, 
and approval of the equity analysis for any ser-
vice or fare changes required by this circular.

The meeting minutes documenting the IndyGo Board’s 
review and approval of the 2016 IndyGo Forward Ser-
vice Equity Analysis are included with the Service Equity 
Analysis report in Appendix H.

demographic profile of the IndyGo fixed-route service 
area is shown in the Figure 1. 

 
c)	 Data regarding customer demographics and 

travel patterns, collected from passenger sur-
veys.

The most recent on-board passenger survey was con-
ducted in 2016. The report summarizing this informa-
tion is provided in Appendix F.

d)	Results of the monitoring program of service 
standards and policies and any action taken, 
including documentation (e.g., a resolution, 
copy of meeting minutes, or similar documen-
tation) to verify the board’s or governing enti-
ty or official(s)’s consideration, awareness, and 
approval of the monitoring results.

The most recent IndyGo Service Monitoring Report 
as well as meeting agenda documenting the IndyGo 
Board’s review and approval of the report are included 
in Appendix E.

e)	 A description of the public engagement pro-
cess for setting the “major service change pol-
icy” and disparate impact policy.

IndyGo conducted a public engagement process to 
solicit feedback from the public on its proposed Title 
VI policies for “major service change,” “disparate im-
pact,” and “disproportionate burden” in June 2013. A 
summary of the public outreach efforts and comments 
received by the public are provided in Appendix G.

f)	 A copy of board meeting minutes or a resolu-
tion demonstrating the board’s or governing 
entity or official(s)’s consideration, awareness, 
and approval of the major service change poli-
cy and disparate impact policy.
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Appendix A
»» Title VI Notice to the Public
»» Title VI Website Screenshot
»» IndyGo System Map



notice

IndyGo Norma del título VI 
De conformidad con el Título VI de la ley de Derechos Civiles de 1964, 
IndyGo opera las programas de transporte sin consideración de la raza, 
el color u origen nacional. Si usted cree que ha sido víctima de una  
práctica discriminatoria en virtud del Título VI, puede presentar una  
queja oficial. Para más información sobre la norma del  
título VI y el proceso de presenter una queja, contacte:

IndyGo Servicio al Cliente
317.635.3344
lunes – viernes: 7 a.m. – 7 p.m.
sábado: 9 a.m. – mediodía
www.IndyGo.net

IndyGo title VI Policy
In accordance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 

IndyGo operates its programs without regard to race, 
color or national origin. If you believe you have been the victim  

of a discriminatory practice under Title VI, you may file an  
official complaint. For more information on IndyGo’s  

Title VI Policy and the procedures to file a complaint, contact:

IndyGo Customer Service
317.635.3344

Monday – Friday: 7 a.m. – 7 p.m.
Saturday: 9 a.m. – Noon

www.IndyGo.net

:

aviso:

TITLE VI NOTICE TO THE PUBLIC
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TITLE VI WEBSITE SCREENSHOT
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Fare Prices
Pass Type Full Fare Half Fare
Single Ride* $1.75 $.85
Day Pass* $4.00 $2.00
10-Trip $17.50 $8.50
7-Day Pass $20.00 $10.00
31-Day Pass $60.00 $30.00
Open Door $3.50 na
Summer Youth Pass (June-Aug.) $30.00 na
College S-Pass** $30.00 na

Children age 5 and under ride for free with 
paying passenger (limit two).

IndyGo offers half fare pricing to persons 65 
and older, youth 18 and younger and persons 
with disabilities. In order to ride IndyGo using 
a half fare pass or to pay half fare on-board, 
individuals must show a valid form of ID to 
prove eligibility: IndyGo Half Fare ID Card (cost 
is $2 and an application must be completed 
and submitted at the Customer Service Retail 
Center), K-12 Student ID, or government-issued 
Medicare Card.  

Purchasing Options 
1. By calling the IndyGo Customer Service Call 

Center 317.635.3344 (Relay Indiana: 711)
2. Online at www.IndyGo.net 
3. At the IndyGo Customer Service Retail Center
 201 East Washington Street
4. On board an IndyGo bus* 
5. At partner locations: IUPUI Campus Center, 

DNR Customer Service Center, Indiana 
Government Center South, PLS Check 
Cashers***

  * On board, only exact change can be used and you may 
only purchase single rides & day passes. Operators do not 
carry change. IndyGo fareboxes do not make change. Use 
the IndyGo Retail Center to purchase any pass type, except 
S-Passes.

 ** S-Passes are only available through participating colleges or 
universities. In order to use an S-Pass, a valid college student 
ID card is required upon boarding.

*** Partner locations may not carry all pass types. Contact 
IndyGo Customer Service Call Center.

real-time arrival
As riders wait at a stop, they will be able 
to call, email, or text for estimated real-
time bus arrival information. 
    Text:
                  i. Text 25370
                  ii.  In the message, type Arrivals 

and the stop ID # (Example: 
Arrivals 99999). 

        Email:
                  i.  Email arrivals@indygo.net. 
                  ii.  In the subject line, type the stop 

ID # (Example: 99999).
         Call:
                  i.  Call 317-635-3344. 
                  ii.  Select the first menu option. 
                  iii.  Enter the stop ID #. 

•	Observed Holidays
IndyGo routes operate 365 days a year. On 
observed holidays, please refer to Sunday 
schedules unless otherwise indicated. 
Routes without Sunday service will not 
operate on observed holidays. Customer 
Service may be closed or operate on a 
shortened schedule for holidays.

•	 New Year’s Day
•	 Martin Luther King, Jr. Day  

(Saturday Schedule)
•	 Memorial Day
•	 Independence Day
•	 Labor Day
•	 Thanksgiving Day
•	 Christmas Day



”

Bus Services
IndyGo’s Fixed Routes primarily serve 
Marion County, using a hub-and-spoke 
system that brings most routes to the 
Julia M. Carson Transit Center. The Route 
8 serves the Indianapolis International 
Airport every 30 minutes, seven days a 
week.

IndyGo Rules
Passengers are not allowed to “joyride” 
or stay on the bus for multiple trips. You 
may only make one complete round trip. If 
you exit the bus, you may be asked to pay 
an additional fare or swipe your pass to 
re-enter.

Passengers must refrain from disruptive 
behavior including talking loudly on 
cell phones, shouting profanity or rude 
insults, solicitation of services or favors, 
threatening or hostile remarks and 
listening to loud music with or without 
earphones. Throwing objects from the 
bus, sticking anything out of the bus 
windows or leaving anything on the bus 
when you depart is strictly prohibited.

Passengers must wear a shirt and shoes 
to be allowed on board. Strollers must 
be empty and collapsed before boarding 
the bus. Rollerblades and skates must 
be removed and carried onto the bus. 
Bicycles are not allowed on board, they 
must be stored on the bike racks on the 
front of the bus. 

The following items are not permitted on 
IndyGo buses: explosives, knives (cutting 
tools required for work are permitted), car 
batteries, compressed gas bottles and fuel 
storage containers. Smoking is prohibited 
in IndyGo bus shelters and on buses. Food 
and drinks are not allowed on IndyGo 
buses unless they are sealed. 

Animals are only allowed on an IndyGo 
bus if they are in a leak-proof carrier or are 
service animals. Under the Americans with 
Disabilities Act of 1990, a service animal is 
defined as “any guide dog, signal dog, or 
other animal that is individually trained to 
do work or perform tasks for an individual 
with a disability.” 49 CFR 37.3

IndyGo Supervisors or any responding 
Law Enforcement Agency may remove 
passengers for not adhering to IndyGo 
procedures or policies. Riding privileges 
may also be revoked.

Safety
All IndyGo vehicles are equipped with  
audio and video surveillance equipment. 
IndyGo also contracts full-time, dedicated 
police officers to help ensure the safety  
of all passengers. 

Lost & Found
IndyGo assumes no responsibility for items 
that are left on board. When items are found, 
they are typically available the next business 
day at the IndyGo Retail Center, located at 
201 East Washington Street. Customer Service 
does not contact bus operators regarding lost 
items; you must wait for them to be taken to 
the Retail Center. To claim your property, you 
must appear in person between 11:30 a.m. 
and 5:30 p.m., provide an accurate description 
of the item, show your photo ID and sign a 
property claim tag with your name, address 
and phone number. Found items will not be 
held indefinitely. Please visit the Retail Center 
within a week of losing your item.  

Detours
Detours are common due to special events 
and construction. General detour information 
can be found on-board, on yellow service 
alert cards located near the roof of the bus. 
More detailed information about detours can 
be found at IndyGo.net or by calling 635.3344 
closer to the event date.  

Customer Complaints 
and Title VI  
IndyGo welcomes feedback from passengers 
and the community. 

If you have comments or complaints, please call 
our Customer Service Center at 317.635.3344 or 
fill out the online comment form at IndyGo.net. 

Your comment will be entered into a database 
and investigated by the appropriate IndyGo 
department. For all comments, if a response 
is requested, staff will follow up within 10 
business days.

IndyGo operates its programs without regard to 
race, color or national origin in accordance with 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

If you believe you have been the victim of a 
discriminatory practice due to your race, color 
or national origin, you may file an official Title 
VI complaint. For more information on IndyGo’s 
Title VI Policy and the procedures to file a 
complaint, contact IndyGo Customer Service at 
317.635.3344 or visit IndyGo.net.
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31 - 60+ minutes

16 - 30 minutes

 3 - Michigan Street
 4 - Fort Harrison
11 - East 16th Street
12 - Minnesota
13 - Raymond
14 - Prospect
15 - West 34th Street
16 - Beech Grove 
18 - Nora 
21 - East 21st Street 
22 - Shelby
24 - Mars Hill 
25 - West 16th Street
26 - Keystone Crosstown 
28 - St. Vincent
30 - 30th Street Crosstown
34 - Dr. MLK/Michigan 
55 - English 

15 minutes or less
  8 - Washington Street
39 - East 38th Street
     

  2 - East 34th Street
  5 - East 25th Street
  6 - Harding Street
10 - 10th Street
17 - College
19 - Castleton
31 - Madison
37 - Park 100
38 - West 38th Street
86 - 86th Street Crosstown
87 - Eastside Circulator
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Appendix B
»» Title VI Complaint Procedure
»» Complaint Summary Table
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TITLE VI COMPLAINT PROCEDURE 

Any person who believes she or he has been discriminated against on the basis of race, color or 
national origin by the Indianapolis Public Transportation Corporation (IPTC) may file a 
Title VI complaint by completing and submitting the corporation’s Title VI Complaint Form by 
mail or fax to the attention of the Director of Compliance and Civil Rights. IPTC investigates 
complaints received no more than 180 days after the alleged incident. IPTC will only process 
complaints that are complete.  Complaint forms may be found on the IPTC website or by calling 
the IndyGo Customer Service Call Center.

Once the complaint is received, IPTC will review it to determine if our office has jurisdiction. 
The complainant will receive an acknowledgement letter informing her/him whether the 
complaint will be investigated by our office.

IPTC has 60 days to investigate the complaint. If more information is needed to resolve the case, 
IPTC may contact the complainant. The complainant has 10 business days from the date of the 
request letter to send the information to the Director of Compliance and Civil Rights. If the 
Director of Compliance and Civil Rights is not contacted by the complainant or does not receive 
the additional information within 10 business days, IPTC can administratively close the case. A 
case may also be administratively closed if the complainant no longer wishes to pursue his or her 
case.

After the Director of Compliance and Civil Rights reviews the complaint, she/he will issue one 
of two letters to the complainant: a closure letter or a letter of finding (LOF). A closure letter 
summarizes the allegations and states that there was not a Title VI violation and that the case will 
be closed. An LOF summarizes the allegations and interviews regarding the alleged incident, and 
explains whether any disciplinary action, additional training of the staff member or other action 
will occur. If the complainant wishes to appeal the decision, she/he has 15 days after the date of 
the closure letter or LOF to do so. 

A person may also file a complaint directly with the Federal Transit Administration (FTA):  

FTA Office of Civil Rights
Attn: Title VI Program Coordinator
East Building
1200 New Jersey Avenue SE  
Washington, DC 20590. 

If information is needed in another language, call the IndyGo Customer Service Call Center at 
317-635-3344. 

Si se necesita información en otro idioma, llame al 317-635-3344.  

TITLE VI COMPLAINT PROCEDURE



Name of Complainant Home Telephone 

Home Address 
Street  City, State  

Work Telephone 

 Email Address 

Person discriminated against  (if other than Complainant) Home Telephone 

Home Address 
Street   City, State   Zip 

Work Telephone 

1. Specific basis of discrimination (Check appropriate box(es)):

Race Color National Origin

2. Date of alleged discriminatory act(s)  ________________________________________________________

3. Respondent (Name, position and work location of person you believe discriminated against you (if applicable).)

Name or Operator ID

Position Work Location 

4. Describe how you believe you were discriminated against.  What happened and who was responsible?  For
more space, attach additional sheets of paper.

5. Did you file this complaint with another federal, state or local agency; or with a federal or state court?     Yes No
If you answered yes, please check each agency with whom the complaint was filed.

Federal Agency Federal Court State Agency State Court Local Agency

Agency Name and Date Filed   ____________________________________________________________________________ 

6. Provide contact person information for the additional agency or court:

Name

Address
Street  City, State  Zip

Telephone

Sign complaint in the space below.  Attach any supporting documents. 
Signature Date

IndyGo Title VI Complaint Form

Please fill out this form and mail or fax it to the IndyGo Director of Compliance and Civil Rights. Mail: 
1501 W. Washington St. Indianapolis, IN 46222

Fax: 317.634.6585



Nombre de la persona que presenta la queja Teléfono de la casa 

Domicilio particular 

Calle        Ciudad, Estado  Código postal 
Teléfono del trabajo 

Dirección de correo electrónico 

Persona discriminada (si no es la misma que presenta la queja) Teléfono de la casa 

Domicilio particular 

Calle        Ciudad, Estado  Código postal 
Teléfono del trabajo 

1. Fundamento específico de la discriminación (Marque los casilleros que correspondan):

 Raza  Color  Nacionalidad 

2. Fecha del presunto acto o actos de discriminación  ________________________________________________________ 

3. Demandado (Nombre, cargo y el trabajo de ubicación de la persona que belive discriminó (si corresponde).)
Nombre 

Puesto de trabajo Lugar de trabajo 

4. Describa cómo usted cree que fue discriminado. ¿Qué pasó y quién fue el responsable? Para obtener más 
espacio, adjunte hojas adicionales.

5. ¿Presentó esta demanda ante otra agencia local, estatal o federal, o ante un tribunal estatal o federal?  Sí  No 

Si la respuesta es sí, marque los organismos ante los cuales presentó la demanda: 

 Agencia federal  Tribunal federal  Agencia estatal  Tribunal estatal  Agencia local 

 Nombre de la agencia y fecha de presentación_____________________________________________________________

6. Proporcione información de contacto de un representante del organismo adicional (agencia o tribunal) ante el cual

presentó la demanda: 

Nombre 

Domicilio 
Calle   Ciudad, Estado  Código postal 

Teléfono 

Firme esta demanda en el espacio que figura a continuación.  Adjunte todo documento de respaldo. 
Firma Fecha 

IndyGo Formulario de Quejas del Título VI

Por favor, rellene este formulario y envíelo por correo, fax o por correo electrónico a la Directora 
IndyGo de Cumplimiento y Derechos Civiles. 

Correo: 1501 W. Washington St. Indianapolis, IN 46222
Fax: 317.634.6585
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COMPLAINT SUMMARY TABLE
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Appendix C
»» Language Assistance Plan
»» Public Outreach Efforts
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formation on language use in the service area. Of the 856, 
679 Marion County residents aged 5 years and older, 88 
percent, or 749,680 of them speak only English at home. 
About 6 percent of the population speaks a language 
other than English at home and state an ability to speak 
English less than “very well”. This group is considered to 
have Limited English Proficiency. Among the population 
with LEP, 71 percent speak Spanish, 6 percent speak Chi-
nese, 3 percent speak Arabic, and 2 percent speak French. 

IndyGo conducted an on-board passenger survey in 2016. 
About 8 percent of its 27,500 weekday passengers said 
that they spoke a language other than English at home. 
Of these individuals who spoke another language, 62 per-
cent spoke Spanish, 9 percent spoke French, and 3 per-
cent spoke Arabic. 

2)	 The frequency with which LEP persons come into 
contact with the program.

Based on the passenger survey, LEP persons come into 
contact with the program on a daily basis. About 8 per-
cent of its weekday ridership is made up of passengers 
who speak a language other than English at home. 

The agency also tracks data from its IndyGo Call Center 
Language Line, which provides language assistance to 
customers in more than 150 languages. The IndyGo Call 
Center staffs at least one English-Spanish bilingual repre-
sentative at either full- or part-time status. In 2015, the 
Language Line provided assistance to 62 customers in 
Spanish and 1 customer in Mandarin. In 2016, the Lan-
guage Line provided assistance to 38 customers in Span-
ish, 2 in customer in Japanese, and 1 customer in Viet-
namese. 

3)	 The nature and importance of the program, ac-
tivity, or service provided by the program to peo-
ple’s lives.

Many LEP persons rely on public transportation for their 

IndyGo Language  
Assistance Plan
The purpose of this Language Assistance Plan (LAP) is to 
provide guidance on the strategies used to provide lan-
guage assistance to IndyGo Customers who are not pro-
ficient in the English language. While the majority of the 
population within the IndyGo service area speaks English 
as their primary language, there are still many who strug-
gle with language barriers preventing them from fully 
utilizing the transportation services that are available to 
them.

This LAP has been completed to meet the requirements of 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which states that 
recipients of Federal financial assistance may not discrim-
inate with regard to race, color, or national origin. Addi-
tionally, Executive Order 13166, “Improving Access to Ser-
vice for Person with Limited English Proficiency” requires 
recipients of Federal financial assistance to “examine the 
services it provides and develop and implement a system 
by which LEP persons can meaningfully access those ser-
vices consistent with, and without unduly burdening, the 
fundamental mission of the agency.”

»» Four Factor Analysis
The four factor analysis is a process set by the Department 
of Justice to ensure that recipients of Federal financial as-
sistance are ensuring meaningful access to programs and 
activities for Limited English Proficiency (LEP) populations. 
This assessment helps a recipient to determine if they are 
communicating effectively with LEP populations based on 
the following four criteria: 1) The number or proportion of 
LEP persons eligible to be served or likely to be encoun-
tered by the program or recipient; 2) The frequency with 
which LEP persons come into contact with the program; 
3) The nature and importance of the program, activity, or 
service provided by the program to people’s lives; and 4) 
The resources available to the recipient for LEP outreach, 
as well as the costs associated with that outreach. Each of 
these factors is addressed below.

1)	 The number or proportion of LEP persons eligible 
to be served or likely to be encountered by the 
program or recipient.

The 2015 American Community Survey (ACS) provided in-

LANGUAGE ASSISTANCE PLAN
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eas of need for language assistance.

■■ IndyGo’s call center consistently staffs at least 
one bilingual (Spanish/English) representative 
to give information and take complaints and 
comments. Additionally, LEP customers who call 
into IndyGo customer service are given access 
to the Language Line, which provides import-
ant information in more than 150 languages.

■■ Spanish translations of key rider materials such 
as route and system maps, rider guidelines, 
and schedules are provided to customers.

■■ Before public meetings and hearings, Indy-
Go posts advertisements in both English and 
Spanish to encourage LEP participation. Ad-
vertisements are also placed in a local Span-
ish-language publication, La Voz de Indiana.

■■ IndyGo provides a Spanish transla-
tion of its website, including a transla-
tion of the online comment form.

■■ IndyGo service and schedule information is 
available on Google Transit, which supports the 
translation of information into many non-English 
languages. Additionally, IndyGo also provides 
Spanish instructions on how to use Google Transit.

■■ IndyGo will provide translations of all 
public documents and meeting materi-
als upon request. These translations are 
available in more than 50 languages.

■■ Special on-board audio and print announce-
ments are utilized to alert customers of upcoming 
service changes, important safety messages and 
opportunities for public input. Announcements 
are recorded in both English and Spanish.

»» LEP Outreach
IndyGo employs multiple measures for ensuring that LEP 
persons are made aware that language assistance services 
are available. 

The principal resources available to IndyGo for LEP out-
reach are the IndyGo website and the customer service 
phone line. Customers visiting the website have the op-
tion of translating key parts of the website, including the 
online comment form, into Spanish.

Customers contacting IndyGo through the customer ser-

mobility needs. According to U.S. Department of Trans-
portation LEP guidance, “providing public transportation 
access to LEP persons is crucial. An LEP person’s inability 
to utilize effectively public transportation may adversely 
affect his or her ability to obtain health care, education, or 
access to employment.”

According to data from the American Community Survey, 
of the population within the IndyGo service area who use 
public transportation to commute to work, approximately 
10 percent are classified as LEP persons. 

4)	 The resources available to the recipient for LEP 
outreach, as well as the costs associated with that 
outreach.

The principal resources available to IndyGo for LEP out-
reach are the IndyGo website and the customer service 
phone line. Customers visiting the website are provided 
with Spanish translations of vital documents, including the 
online comment form and the Title VI complaint proce-
dures and complaint form. Customers contacting IndyGo 
through the customer service phone line have the option 
to have information provided in Spanish. 

The IndyGo call center has access to a language line pro-
viding interpretation services in more than 150 languages. 

IndyGo also has partnerships with Exodus Refugees and 
Catholic Charities. IndyGo provides travel training at each 
organization to both clients and case workers. When the 
clients are LEP, the organizations assist by providing inter-
preters to help with the training sessions.

»» Language Assistance Strategies
Based on the four-factor analysis above, the most pre-
dominant language spoken by LEP persons is Spanish. Be-
cause of this, IndyGo focuses the majority of its language 
assistance on Spanish-speaking customers. Language as-
sistance for other languages is typically provided on an 
as-needed basis.

IndyGo employs a variety of strategies to provide language 
assistance to LEP persons:

■■ IndyGo monitors staff interaction with LEP 
persons in order to identify potential ar-
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»» Safe Harbor Provision
The Safe Harbor Provision is a concept which the DOT has 
adopted from the Department of Justice (DOJ). It states 
that, “if a recipient provides written translation of vital 
documents for each eligible LEP language group that con-
stitutes five percent (5%) or 1,000 persons, whichever 
is less, of the total population of persons eligible to be 
served or likely to be affected or encountered, then such 
action will be considered strong evidence of compliance 
with the recipient’s written translation obligations.”

Table 1 below summarizes the language groups meeting 
these criteria for all population within the IndyGo service 
area based on information from the American Commu-
nity Survey. None of the language groups account for 
more than 5 percent of the service area population, but 
a few meet the 1,000 person minimum. Two additional 
language groups, “Other Asian” and “African language”, 
have LEP populations of 3,112 and 1,541, respectively. 
More detailed data is not available for these individual 
languages. However, since these are a combination of sev-
eral languages, it is unclear whether a single language in 
either of these groups meet the 1,000 person threshold. 
While this tabulation shows the total population within 
the IndyGo service area, it is not representative of the 
population that is likely to be encountered. According to 
American Community Survey data, the total number of 
persons who speak English less than “very well” and use 

vice phone line have the option to have information pro-
vided in Spanish. The IndyGo call center has access to a 
language line providing interpretation services in more 
than 150 languages.

IndyGo advertises in a bi-weekly local Spanish-language 
publication, La Voz de Indiana. Also, in advance of public 
meetings, IndyGo provides Spanish bus announcements 
and displays Spanish translations of the meeting an-
nouncements on transit vehicles.

»» Employee Training
According to LEP guidance provided by the USDOT, “Staff 
members should know their obligations to provide mean-
ingful access to information and services for LEP persons, 
and all employees in public contact positions should be 
properly trained.”

For IndyGo employees who are likely to encounter LEP 
persons during the course of their work, education about 
IndyGo’s LEP policies are included as part of their new em-
ployee orientation. All employees are made aware of the 
LAP document and their responsibilities to ensuring that 
the requirements set forth in this plan are met. Employees 
are also encouraged to review the FTA PowerPoint presen-
tation titled, “Providing Language Access to Persons with 
Limited English Proficiency and Low Literacy.” Additional 
LEP training is given to employees on a case-by-case basis 
based on employee, supervisor, and customer feedback.

TABLE 1: LANGUAGE SPOKEN AT HOME AND ABILITY TO SPEAK ENGLISH FOR SELECT LANGUAGES

 Total 
Population 

Speak 
English 

"Very Well" 

Speak English 
Less Than "Very 

Well" 

Percent of Total 
Population that 
Speak English 

Less Than "Very 
Well" 

Spanish or Spanish Creole 71,370 35,270 36,100 4.2% 
Chinese 3,981 1,042 2,939 0.3% 

French (incl. Patois, Cajun) 3,172 2,207 965 0.1% 
Total Population 856,679 806,119 50,560 5.9% 
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through feedback from customers and IndyGo staff who 
are in frequent contact with LEP persons. If any aspects of 
the current plan are found to be ineffective, they will be 
revised or replaced with more suitable strategies.

Additionally, as additional technologies and strategies for 
language assistance become available, IndyGo will assess 
the viability and cost-effectiveness of implementing such
measures.

public transportation as their means of transportation to 
work is estimated to be 857residents. Because of this, In-
dyGo has determined that the translation of vital docu-
ments into Chinese and French is not as effective for pro-
viding language assistance as other strategies previously 
mentioned.

As noted in the four-factor analysis and shown in the table 
above, Spanish is the predominant language spoken by 
LEP persons. IndyGo will continue to translate vital docu-
ments into Spanish to the encourage participation of LEP 
persons.

»» Monitoring and Updating the 
Language Assistance Plan

IndyGo conducts ongoing internal monitoring of its lan-
guage assistance practices to ensure that the strategies 
employed remain effective. This is accomplished partially 



D
at

e
O

ut
re

ac
h 

Ev
en

t
C

on
ta

ct
 N

am
e

Em
ai

l
Es

t. 
A

tte
nd

Tr
an

si
t L

in
e 

or
 

Pr
oj

ec
t

N
ot

es
20

14
1/

9/
20

14
B

R
A

G
D

an
 B

oo
ts

db
oo

ts
@

bg
dl

eg
al

.c
om

5
G

re
en

B
ra

g 
fo

lk
s 

pr
es

en
te

d 
on

 s
uc

ce
ss

 th
ei

r a
re

a 
ha

s 
ha

d 
in

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t a
nd

 th
ei

r i
nt

er
es

t i
n 

a 
st

at
io

n 
an

d 
th

e 
st

at
io

n 
ar

ea
 p

la
nn

ig
n 

do
ne

 b
y 

S
ch

ni
ed

er
 E

ng
in

ee
rin

g.
 S

ea
n 

an
d 

Je
re

m
y 

pr
es

en
te

d 
ab

ou
t h

ow
 th

e 
st

at
io

n 
fa

re
s 

co
m

pa
re

d 
to

 o
th

er
 s

ta
tio

ns
 o

n 
TO

D
 m

et
ric

s.
1/

13
/2

01
4

P
re

se
nt

at
io

n 
to

 M
ay

or
 B

al
la

rd
A

ll

1/
14

/2
01

4
TO

D
 In

fo
rm

at
io

n 
S

es
si

on
 - 

S
ou

th
P

la
nn

in
g/

E
ng

in
ee

rin
g 

st
af

fs
TO

D

S
ta

ffs
 fr

om
 C

um
be

rla
nd

, B
ee

ch
 G

ro
ve

, S
ou

th
po

rt 
w

er
e 

al
so

 in
vi

te
d.

  G
re

en
w

oo
d 

pl
an

s 
to

 c
re

at
e 

a 
w

al
ka

bl
e 

zo
ni

ng
 d

is
tri

ct
 in

 th
e 

ne
ar

 fu
tu

re
. C

oo
rd

in
at

e.

1/
15

/2
01

4
TO

D
 In

fo
rm

at
io

n 
S

es
si

on
 - 

N
or

th
P

la
nn

in
g/

E
ng

in
ee

rin
g 

st
af

fs
TO

D

S
ta

ffs
 fr

om
 C

ar
m

el
 a

nd
 L

aw
re

nc
e 

w
er

e 
al

so
 in

vi
te

d.
  D

is
cu

ss
io

n 
am

on
gs

t H
am

ilt
on

 C
ou

nt
y 

co
m

m
un

iti
es

 a
bo

ut
 c

re
at

in
g 

th
ei

r e
qu

iv
al

en
t o

f a
 C

O
A

.
1/

17
/2

01
4

P
re

se
nt

at
io

n 
to

 B
al

l S
ta

te
 s

ec
on

d 
ye

ar
 p

la
nn

in
g 

st
ud

en
ts

V
er

a 
A

da
m

s
ve

ra
.a

nn
.a

da
m

s@
gm

ai
l.c

om
A

ll
M

P
O

 w
ill

 a
ss

is
t t

he
 c

la
ss

 a
s 

ne
ce

ss
ar

y.
1/

23
/2

01
4

U
pd

at
e 

In
dy

G
o 

B
oa

rd
M

ik
e 

Te
rr

y
A

ll
2/

4/
20

14
M

ar
k 

Zw
oy

er
M

ar
k 

Zw
oy

er
A

ll
Ta

lk
ed

 a
bo

ut
 c

oo
rd

in
at

io
n 

of
 b

ik
e 

fa
ci

lit
ie

s 
an

d 
ra

pi
d 

tra
ns

it.
2/

6/
20

14
To

w
n 

of
 F

is
he

rs
To

m
 D

ic
ke

y,
 R

ac
he

l J
oh

ns
on

di
ck

ey
t@

fis
he

rs
.in

.u
s

G
re

en
D

is
cu

ss
io

n 
of

 G
re

en
 L

in
e 

st
at

io
ns

 a
t 9

6t
h,

 1
16

th
 a

nd
 1

46
th

. T
he

y 
lik

e 
th

e 
pa

rk
 a

nd
 ri

de
 a

sp
ec

ts
 o

f 9
6t

h 
an

d 
14

6t
h.

 T
he

y 
do

 h
av

e 
co

nc
er

ns
 a

bo
ut

 p
ar

ki
ng

 a
t 1

16
th

 S
t w

he
re

 th
ey

 a
re

 s
ta

rti
ng

 to
 s

ee
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t. 

Th
ey

 a
re

 e
nt

er
in

g 
a 

de
al

 to
 re

pl
ac

e 
th

e 
tra

in
 s

ta
tio

n 
bu

ild
in

g 
w

ith
 a

 n
ew

 la
rg

er
 s

tru
ct

ur
e 

th
at

 w
ill

 a
ls

o 
in

cl
ud

e 
st

at
io

n 
sp

ac
e 

fro
nt

in
g 

on
 th

e 
ex

is
tin

g 
tra

in
 p

la
tfo

rm
.

2/
6/

20
14

To
w

n 
of

 N
ob

le
sv

ill
eC
hr

is
ty

 L
an

gl
ey

, J
oh

n 
B

ee
ry

, A
nd

y 
W

er
t

cl
an

gl
ey

@
no

bl
es

vi
lle

.in
.u

s
G

re
en

W
e 

di
sc

us
se

d 
th

e 
st

at
io

n 
in

 d
ow

nt
ow

n 
N

ob
le

sv
ill

e 
at

 M
ap

le
 S

tre
et

 in
 th

e 
m

os
t d

et
ai

l. 
Th

ey
 a

sk
ed

 fo
r s

im
ul

at
ed

 ti
m

in
g 

of
 th

e 
si

gn
al

 re
qu

ire
d 

at
 M

ap
le

 S
tre

et
 fo

r t
he

 tr
an

si
t v

eh
ic

le
 to

 m
ak

e 
th

e 
tu

rn
. T

he
y 

sa
id

 th
at

 th
e 

fo
ud

na
ry

 a
t G

er
al

d 
S

tre
et

 h
ad

 a
 n

ew
 o

w
ne

r a
nd

 th
at

 th
ey

 s
til

l t
ho

ug
ht

 th
er

e 
w

as
 p

le
nt

y 
of

 ro
om

 fo
r a

 s
ta

tio
n 

bu
t i

t's
 n

o 
lo

ng
er

 th
ei

r t
op

 p
rio

rit
y 

st
at

io
n.

 A
t 1

46
th

 S
tre

et
, t

he
y 

ar
e 

bu
ild

in
g 

a 
N

/S
 a

cc
es

 ro
ad

 b
et

w
ee

n 
14

6t
h 

an
d 

14
1s

t a
nd

 s
et

tin
g 

as
si

de
 a

pp
ro

xi
m

at
el

y 
5 

ac
re

s 
fo

r t
ra

ns
it 

th
ro

ug
h 

a 
re

zo
ni

ng
 c

as
e.

 T
he

y 
al

so
 to

ld
 m

e 
to

 m
ee

t w
ith

 C
hr

is
tin

e 
A

ltm
an

 A
S

A
P

 a
bo

ut
 th

e 
C

ou
nt

y 
B

on
di

ng
 d

ea
l t

o 
bu

ild
 a

 n
ew

 c
on

ty
 p

ar
ki

ng
 g

ar
ag

e.
2/

7/
20

14
IU

P
U

I C
la

ss
 p

re
se

nt
at

io
n

W
en

dy
 V

oi
gh

t
A

ll
E

th
no

gr
ap

hy
 c

la
ss

. P
la

ns
 to

 in
te

rv
ie

w
 tr

an
si

t r
id

er
s 

fo
r s

em
es

te
r p

ro
je

ct
2/

10
/2

01
4

H
H

P
A

 B
oa

rd
 m

ee
tin

g
R

ho
nd

a 
K

lo
pf

en
st

ei
n

rh
on

da
sk

@
fro

nt
ie

r.c
om

G
re

en
Je

re
m

y 
pr

es
en

te
d 

th
e 

hi
st

or
y 

an
d 

cu
rr

en
t a

lte
rn

at
iv

es
 o

f t
he

 G
re

en
 L

in
e 

D
E

IS
. T

he
 b

oa
rd

 m
em

be
rs

 h
ad

 lo
ts

 o
f q

ue
st

io
ns

 b
ut

 w
er

e 
no

t o
f a

 c
on

se
ns

us
 o

pi
ni

on
 o

n 
w

et
he

r B
R

T 
or

 L
R

T 
w

as
 b

es
t. 

Th
ey

 d
id

 a
ck

no
w

le
dg

e 
th

at
 th

e 
st

ud
y 

ab
ou

t t
he

 u
se

 o
f t

he
 c

or
rid

or
 fo

r t
ra

ns
it 

is
 in

 li
ne

 w
ith

 th
ie

r v
is

io
n 

fo
r t

he
 c

or
rid

or
. F

is
he

rs
 w

as
 a

sk
in

g 
fo

r t
he

m
 to

 d
ee

d 
a 

pe
ic

e 
of

 la
nd

 to
 th

em
 fo

r d
ev

el
op

m
en

t. 
IT

M
 m

en
tio

ne
d 

th
at

 th
ey

 w
an

t a
 c

on
tra

ct
 to

 o
pe

ra
te

 in
 th

e 
co

rr
id

or
.

2/
12

/2
01

4
C

ity
 o

f I
nd

ia
na

po
lis

, D
M

D
B

ra
d 

B
ea

ub
ie

n
br

ad
.b

ea
ub

ie
n@

in
dy

.g
ov

A
ll

B
ra

d 
co

m
m

en
te

d 
th

at
 w

e 
sh

ou
ld

 m
ee

t w
ith

 n
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

d 
as

so
ci

at
io

ns
 a

nd
 n

ot
 re

ly
 o

n 
um

br
el

la
 o

rg
an

iz
at

io
ns

 to
 s

pe
ak

 fo
r e

ve
ry

on
e.

 H
is

 e
xa

m
pl

e 
w

as
 th

e 
ol

d 
no

rth
si

de
 a

nd
 k

in
g 

pa
rk

. H
e 

al
so

 w
an

te
d 

us
 to

 w
at

ch
 th

e 
am

m
ou

nt
 o

f l
an

d 
th

at
 w

e 
ta

ke
 o

ff 
th

e 
ta

x 
ro

lls
 w

ith
 s

ta
tio

ns
 a

nd
 p

ar
ki

ng
. T

he
 C

ity
 is

 o
nl

y 
fu

nd
in

g 
C

B
D

G
 g

ra
nt

s 
fo

r p
ro

je
ct

s 
w

ith
in

 1
/2

 m
ile

 o
f t

he
 p

ro
po

se
d 

ra
pi

d 
tra

ns
it 

lin
es

. P
la

n 
20

20
 k

ic
ks

 o
ff 

th
e 

w
ee

k 
of

 M
ay

 1
2t

h.
 M

ee
t w

ith
 th

em
 in

 o
r b

ef
or

e 
M

ay
. K

ei
th

 H
ol

ds
w

or
th

, G
in

a 
an

d 
5 

co
nt

ra
ct

 e
m

pl
oy

ee
s 

w
ill

 b
e 

th
e 

st
af

f f
or

 th
e 

pl
an

.
2/

12
/2

01
4

In
di

an
ap

ol
is

 A
irp

or
t A

ut
ho

rit
y

S
uz

an
 Z

el
la

rs
B

lu
e

W
e 

di
sc

us
se

d 
th

e 
re

so
lu

tio
n 

of
 th

e 
B

lu
e 

Li
ne

 p
ro

je
ct

 a
nd

 m
ad

e 
su

re
 s

he
 a

hd
 a

 c
op

y 
of

 th
e 

ex
ec

ut
iv

e 
su

m
m

ar
y.

 W
e 

di
sc

us
se

d 
ne

ar
by

 s
ta

tio
ns

 n
ot

 b
ei

ng
 la

rg
e 

pa
rk

 a
nd

 ri
de

s 
co

m
pe

tin
g 

w
ith

 th
ei

r p
ar

ki
ng

 lo
ts

, h
ow

 th
e 

st
op

 a
t t

he
 te

rm
in

al
 w

ou
ld

 b
e 

de
si

gn
ed

 in
 la

te
r p

ha
se

 a
nd

 a
ls

o 
ex

pr
es

s 
bu

s 
se

rv
in

g 
th

e 
ai

rp
or

t. 
Fo

r t
he

 G
re

en
 L

in
e 

w
e 

di
sc

us
se

d 
th

e 
96

th
 S

tre
et

 s
ta

tio
n.

 S
us

an
 s

ai
d 

th
at

 th
e 

st
at

io
n 

w
as

 c
om

pa
tib

le
 w

ith
 th

e 
ai

rp
or

t p
la

ns
 a

nd
 th

at
 is

 w
as

 b
ei

ng
 s

ho
w

n 
on

 g
ro

un
ds

 th
at

 th
ey

 h
av

e 
pl

an
ed

 fo
r n

on
-a

vi
at

io
n 

us
e,

 w
hi

ch
 is

 p
er

fe
ct

. S
he

 w
ill

 c
he

ck
 a

nd
 s

ee
 if

 th
ey

 w
an

t t
he

ir 
on

ly
 a

cc
es

s 
fro

m
 9

6t
h 

to
 b

e 
th

e 
on

e 
th

at
 e

xi
st

s 
or

 if
 th

er
e 

ca
n 

be
 n

ew
 a

cc
es

s 
fo

r t
he

 s
ta

tio
n.

2/
12

/2
01

4
M

ay
or

 o
f I

nd
ia

na
po

lis
A

da
m

 T
he

is
A

ll
To

ur
ed

 th
e 

R
ed

 L
in

e 
fro

m
 G

re
en

w
oo

d 
to

 C
ar

m
el

. P
re

se
nt

ed
 to

 th
e 

M
ay

or
 o

n 
th

e 
re

as
on

s 
fo

r t
he

 R
ed

 L
in

e.
 T

ea
m

 w
ill

 re
vi

se
 h

an
do

ut
s 

an
d 

pa
ck

ag
e 

fo
r M

ay
or

 to
 u

se
 o

n 
hi

s 
ne

xt
 tr

ip
 to

 D
C

.
2/

12
/2

01
4

W
il 

M
ar

qu
ez

W
il

de
si

gn
@

w
pu

rp
os

e.
co

m
P

ur
pl

e
D

is
cu

ss
 p

os
si

bl
e 

pa
rti

ci
pa

nt
s 

fo
r P

ur
pl

e 
Li

ne
 a

dv
is

or
y 

co
m

m
itt

ee
2/

13
/2

01
4

E
m

er
so

n 
C

at
ho

lic
 C

hu
rc

h 
C

oa
lit

io
n/

IC
A

N
To

m
 B

og
an

he
rtz

31
7-

35
6-

41
84

A
ll

B
lu

e 
Li

ne
 B

R
T 

pp
t

2/
15

/2
01

4
N

ea
r E

as
ts

id
e 

N
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

d 
C

on
gr

es
s

K
el

ly
 W

en
si

ng
ke

lly
w

en
si

ng
@

gm
ai

l.c
om1

00
A

ll
R

eq
ue

st
 fo

r a
no

th
er

 m
ee

tin
g,

 o
pi

ni
on

 th
at

 tr
an

si
t s

ho
ul

d 
pa

y 
fo

r i
ts

el
f, 

op
in

io
n 

th
at

 tr
an

si
t s

ho
ul

d 
be

 c
om

pl
et

el
y 

su
bs

id
iz

ed
, o

pi
ni

on
 th

at
 li

ne
 s

ho
ul

d 
co

nn
ec

t t
o 

Zi
on

sv
ill

e
2/

21
/2

01
4

S
ou

th
si

de
rs

Je
ff 

M
ad

er
je

ff@
m

ad
er

de
si

gn
llc

.c
om

R
ed

Je
n 

pr
es

en
te

d 
a 

su
m

m
ar

y 
of

 th
e 

TO
D

 S
tra

te
gi

c 
P

la
n 

do
cu

m
en

t. 
Q

ue
st

io
ns

 w
er

e 
ab

ou
t t

im
in

g,
 n

ex
t s

te
ps

, w
he

th
er

 th
ey

 s
ho

ul
d 

co
nt

in
ue

 to
 p

ur
su

e 
th

ei
r d

is
tri

ct
 b

ra
nd

in
g 

w
ith

 b
us

 s
to

ps
 (y

es
, k

ee
p 

th
e 

m
om

en
tu

m
), 

an
d 

ho
w

 to
 b

e 
in

vo
lv

ed
 g

oi
ng

 fo
rw

ar
d.

 T
he

 g
ro

up
 w

as
 p

ro
m

is
ed

 th
at

 th
e 

In
dy

 C
on

ne
ct

 te
am

 w
ou

ld
 k

ee
p 

th
em

 in
vo

lv
ed

 th
ro

ug
h 

th
e 

ne
xt

 s
ta

ge
 o

f t
he

 T
O

D
 p

la
nn

in
g 

ef
fo

rt.
2/

25
/2

01
4

C
ar

m
el

 L
io

ns
 C

lu
bJe

ff 
Ja

ck
so

n
jja

ck
so

n@
ci

rta
.u

s
R

ed
P

ro
vi

de
d 

a 
br

ie
f o

ve
r v

ie
w

 o
f I

nd
y 

C
on

ne
ct

 P
la

n
2/

26
/2

01
4

M
ar

tin
da

le
 B

rig
ht

w
oo

d 
O

ne
 V

oi
ce

 T
ow

n 
H

al
l

M
on

ty
 H

ul
se

la
m

on
th

ul
se

@
sb

cg
lo

ba
l.n

et
G

re
en

D
es

pi
te

 th
e 

al
l-s

ta
r l

in
e 

up
 o

f a
tte

nd
ee

s 
I o

nl
y 

di
re

ct
ly

 s
po

ke
 w

ith
 a

bo
ut

 fi
ve

 re
si

de
nt

s 
as

 th
e 

to
w

n 
ha

ll 
w

as
 s

et
 u

p 
w

ith
 a

 g
ro

up
 p

re
se

nt
at

io
n 

ab
ou

t t
he

ir 
Q

O
L 

pl
an

 a
nd

 th
en

 tw
o 

pe
rio

ds
 w

he
re

 th
e 

gr
ou

p 
br

ok
e 

up
 to

 ta
lk

 a
bo

ut
 d

iff
er

en
t t

op
ic

s 
lik

e 
C

rim
e 

an
d 

sa
fe

ty
, h

ea
lth

 a
nd

 e
du

ca
tio

n.
 I 

di
d 

he
ar

 th
at

 th
e 

C
om

m
ut

er
 E

xp
re

ss
 c

on
ne

ct
or

s 
ne

ed
 to

 ru
n 

at
 m

or
e 

tim
es

 o
f t

he
 d

ay
 to

 a
ttr

ac
t u

se
 b

y 
M

B
 re

si
de

nt
s 

fo
r r

ev
er

se
 c

om
m

ut
e.

 T
he

y 
do

n'
t w

an
t t

o 
be

 p
as

se
d 

by
 w

ith
 ra

pi
d 

tra
ns

it,
 2

5t
h 

st
re

et
 is

 a
n 

im
po

rta
nt

 s
ta

tio
n 

to
 th

em
. T

ra
ns

it 
ne

ed
s 

to
 b

e 
se

ni
or

 c
iti

ze
n 

fri
en

dl
y,

 c
lo

se
 s

ta
tio

ns
, s

ho
rt 

w
ai

t t
im

es
 a

nd
 fr

ie
nd

ly
 w

ai
tin

g 
co

nd
iti

on
s.

 T
he

y 
w

ou
ld

 li
ke

 to
 a

rr
an

ge
 a

 tr
an

si
t s

pe
ci

fic
 m

ee
tin

g 
in

 A
pr

il.
2/

27
/2

01
4

N
E

 C
or

rid
or

 Q
O

L 
P

la
n 

(L
IS

C
)

B
en

 H
ar

ris
bh

ar
ris

@
kp

ad
c.

or
g

G
re

en
P

ro
vi

de
d 

th
e 

gr
ou

p 
w

ith
 a

n 
up

da
te

 th
at

 w
e 

ar
e 

w
or

ki
ng

 o
n 

th
e 

G
re

en
 L

in
e 

an
d 

ab
ou

t t
o 

em
ba

rk
 o

n 
P

ur
pl

e 
Li

ne
 P

la
nn

in
g 

an
d 

th
e 

C
O

A
 in

 th
e 

co
nt

ex
t o

f t
he

ir 
ne

ig
hb

or
ho

od
 p

la
n.

3/
4/

20
14

Fa
irf

ie
ld

 S
yl

va
n 

N
.A

.
Jo

e 
G

oe
lle

r
G

re
en

Th
is

 w
as

 a
 s

m
al

l m
ee

tin
g 

w
ith

 s
ta

ff 
an

d 
Jo

e 
G

oe
lle

r. 
H

e 
sa

id
 th

at
 th

e 
62

nd
 s

tre
et

 s
ta

tio
n 

w
as

 la
id

 o
ur

 c
on

ec
pu

ta
lly

 h
ow

 h
e 

ha
d 

im
ag

in
ed

 it
 a

nd
 d

id
n'

t h
av

e 
an

y 
ch

an
ge

s 
to

 g
iv

e 
us

. H
e 

be
lie

ve
s 

th
at

 w
e 

sh
ou

ld
 p

ay
 a

tte
nt

io
n 

to
 la

nd
sc

ap
in

g 
an

d 
th

e 
62

nd
 s

tre
et

 tr
ai

l. 
H

e 
to

ld
 u

s 
to

 ta
lk

 w
ith

 T
om

 S
tu

rm
er

 o
r S

te
ve

 F
ur

gu
so

n 
w

ith
 G

A
C

C
. F

or
 th

e 
71

st
 S

tre
et

 s
ta

tio
n 

he
 h

as
 s

om
e 

pr
ef

er
en

ce
 fo

r t
he

 s
ite

 o
n 

th
e 

no
rth

 s
id

e 
of

 7
1s

t n
ea

r t
he

 s
tre

et
.

3/
4/

20
14

B
R

A
G

C
as

 V
ar

go
G

re
en

G
en

er
al

 o
ve

rv
ie

w
 o

f t
he

 G
re

en
 li

ne
 p

re
se

nt
ed

. L
ar

ry
 W

rig
gl

e 
w

as
 c

on
fir

m
ed

 a
s 

th
e 

C
A

C
 re

pr
es

en
ta

tiv
e.

 E
hr

en
 e

xp
la

in
ed

 a
 li

ttl
e 

ab
ou

t t
he

 tr
an

si
t b

ill
. T

he
y 

sa
id

 C
as

 s
ai

d 
th

at
 h

av
in

g 
su

ffi
ci

en
t p

ar
ki

ng
 is

 im
po

rta
nt

. S
ev

er
al

 m
em

be
rs

 re
fe

re
d 

to
 S

te
in

m
ei

er
 s

ta
tio

n 
as

 th
ei

r 3
rd

 c
ho

ic
e.

 T
he

y 
sh

ow
ed

 p
re

fe
re

nc
e 

fo
r t

he
 s

ta
tio

n 
on

 th
e 

no
rth

 s
id

e 
of

 7
1s

t r
ig

ht
 u

p 
by

 th
e 

st
re

et
 b

ut
 s

ug
ge

st
ed

 th
at

 w
e 

ex
pa

nd
 th

e 
ar

ea
 to

 in
cl

du
e 

th
e 

of
fic

e 
pa

rk
 a

nd
 b

us
in

es
se

s 
in

 th
e 

tri
an

gl
e 

be
tw

ee
n 

th
e 

tra
ck

s,
 G

ra
ha

m
 R

oa
d 

an
d 

71
st

. T
he

y 
w

an
t u

s 
to

 lo
ok

 in
to

 th
e 

M
an

n 
si

te
 a

nd
 o

ne
 o

th
er

 o
ffi

ce
 p

ar
k.

3/
5/

20
14

H
am

ilt
on

 C
ou

nt
y 

C
om

m
is

si
on

er
C

hr
is

tin
e 

A
ltm

an
C

hr
is

tin
e.

al
tm

an
@

ha
m

ilt
on

co
un

ty
.in

.g
ovG

re
en

D
is

cu
ss

io
n 

ab
ou

t N
ob

le
sv

ill
e 

S
ta

tio
ns

. S
ho

w
ed

 C
hr

is
tin

e 
th

e 
st

at
io

n 
co

nc
ep

ts
 fo

r d
ow

nt
ow

n 
N

ob
le

sv
ill

e 
an

d 
ta

lk
ed

 a
bo

ut
 it

 in
 c

on
ju

nc
tio

n 
w

ith
 th

e 
ex

pa
ns

io
n 

of
 th

e 
C

ou
nt

y 
B

ui
ld

in
g 

an
d 

po
ss

ib
le

 p
ar

ki
ng

 s
tru

ct
ur

e 
so

ut
h 

of
 U

S
 3

2.
 S

he
 s

ai
d 

th
at

 w
e 

ar
e 

on
 th

e 
rig

ht
 tr

ac
k 

w
ith

 th
e 

co
nc

ep
ts

 a
nd

 to
 w

or
k 

w
ith

 h
er

 o
n 

it.
 If

 w
e 

ca
n'

t m
ak

e 
so

m
et

hi
gn

 w
or

k 
in

 th
e 

do
w

nt
ow

n,
 s

he
 a

cc
ep

ts
 th

e 
G

er
al

d 
S

tre
et

 S
ta

tio
n 

(w
ith

 N
ob

le
sv

ill
e 

C
irc

ul
at

or
s)

 a
s 

an
 a

lte
rn

at
iv

e.
3/

6/
20

14
M

ap
le

to
n 

Fa
ll 

C
re

ek
 C

D
C

Le
ig

h 
E

va
ns

le
ig

h@
m

fc
dc

.o
rg

G
re

en
30

th
 S

tre
et

 S
ta

tio
n 

D
is

cu
ss

io
n.

 L
ei

gh
's

 re
ac

tio
n 

to
 p

ot
en

tia
l m

ai
nt

en
an

ce
 fa

ci
lit

ie
s 

is
 th

at
 s

he
 d

oe
sn

t w
an

t a
 ju

nk
ya

rd
 a

nd
 w

e 
sh

ou
ld

 m
in

im
iz

e 
im

pa
ct

s.
 S

he
 li

ke
s 

th
e 

po
te

nt
ia

l t
o 

cr
ea

te
 jo

bs
. P

ay
 a

tte
nt

io
n 

to
 th

e 
D

es
tin

at
io

n 
Fa

ll 
C

re
ek

 P
la

n 
fo

r t
he

 tr
ai

lh
ea

d 
at

 3
8t

h 
S

tre
et

 w
he

re
 w

e 
ar

e 
pr

op
os

in
g 

a 
st

at
io

n.
3/

7/
20

14
S

t. 
Jo

se
ph

 N
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

d
G

ar
y 

C
hi

llu
ffo

G
re

en
G

ar
y 

w
as

 c
on

ce
rn

ed
 a

bo
ut

 p
hy

si
ca

l i
m

pa
ct

 o
n 

Ft
. W

ay
ne

. H
e 

w
an

te
d 

to
 m

ak
e 

su
re

 th
at

 th
ey

 s
til

l a
hd

 a
cc

es
s 

fo
r c

ar
s 

an
d 

pe
de

st
ria

ns
 to

 c
ro

ss
 th

e 
st

re
et

. H
e 

al
so

 m
en

tio
ns

 th
at

 th
e 

lim
ite

d 
am

m
ou

nt
 o

f p
ar

ki
ng

 th
ey

 h
av

e 
on

 F
t. 

W
ay

ne
 is

 im
po

rta
nt

 to
 k

ee
p 

ca
rs

 fr
om

 p
ar

ki
ng

 o
n 

th
e 

si
de

 s
tre

et
s,

 w
hi

ch
 is

 a
 n

ei
gh

bo
rh

oo
d 

pr
ob

le
m

. H
e 

un
de

rs
ta

nd
s 

th
at

 th
er

e 
ar

 e
m

or
e 

ch
al

le
ng

es
 w

ith
 th

e 
M

as
s 

A
ve

 o
pt

io
n 

an
d 

su
pp

or
ts

 th
e 

G
re

en
 L

in
e 

on
 F

t. 
W

ay
ne

 w
ith

in
 re

as
on

ab
le

 im
pa

ct
s 

to
 th

e 
th

in
gs

 h
e 

m
en

tio
ne

d 
ab

ov
e.

3/
10

/2
01

4
Fo

re
st

 M
an

or
 M

ul
ti-

S
er

vi
ce

 C
en

te
r

R
eg

in
a 

M
ar

sh
rm

ar
sh

@
fm

m
sc

.o
rg

G
re

en
R

eg
in

a 
pr

ef
er

s 
th

e 
ra

il 
op

tio
n.

 S
he

 s
ee

's
 it

 a
s 

hi
gh

er
 q

ua
lit

y.
 W

e 
ne

ed
 to

 te
ac

h 
pe

op
le

 h
ow

 to
 u

se
 tr

an
si

t b
ec

au
se

 p
eo

pl
e 

do
n'

t k
no

w
. S

he
 w

ou
ld

 li
ke

 to
 s

ee
 th

at
 w

e 
in

cl
ud

e 
"u

rb
an

" p
eo

pl
e 

in
 th

e 
w

or
k 

do
ne

 fo
r t

he
 c

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

an
d 

op
er

at
io

n 
of

 th
is

 tr
an

si
t.

3/
10

/2
01

4
M

ar
tin

da
le

 B
rig

ht
w

oo
d 

C
D

C
Jo

se
ph

in
e 

R
og

er
sjro

ge
rs

@
m

bc
dc

.o
rg

G
re

en
Jo

se
ph

in
e 

an
d 

A
m

y 
pr

ef
er

 th
e 

st
at

io
n 

at
 2

5t
h 

an
d 

di
d 

no
t s

ee
m

 to
 m

in
d 

if 
th

er
e 

w
as

 n
ot

 a
 s

ta
tio

n 
at

 2
5t

h.
 T

he
y 

in
vi

te
d 

us
 to

 a
dd

iti
on

al
 m

ee
tin

gs
 to

 g
et

 o
pi

ni
on

s 
fro

m
 m

or
e 

co
m

m
un

ity
 le

ad
er

s 
an

d 
re

si
de

nt
s.

 A
m

y 
sa

id
 s

he
 p

re
fe

rs
 ra

il 
ve

hi
cl

es
 b

ec
au

se
 th

ey
 s

ou
nd

 m
or

e 
co

m
fo

rta
bl

e.
 S

he
 a

ls
o 

pr
ef

er
s 

M
as

s 
A

ve
 d

ow
nt

ow
n.

3/
11

/2
01

4
E

rin
 H

an
no

n 
(IU

P
U

I S
tu

de
nt

)
E

rin
 H

an
no

n
er

in
ha

nn
on

11
@

gm
ai

l.c
om

A
ll

E
rin

 is
 ta

ki
ng

 a
 c

la
ss

 a
t I

U
P

U
I a

nd
 s

he
 h

as
 a

 fo
cu

s 
on

 R
ou

te
 8

 / 
th

e 
B

lu
e 

Li
ne

. S
he

 in
te

rv
ie

w
ed

 J
er

em
y 

an
d 

Je
n 

on
 In

dy
 C

on
ne

ct
, t

he
 s

tu
di

es
, f

un
di

ng
, e

xp
ec

ta
tio

ns
, e

tc
.

3/
12

/2
01

4
FT

A
R

eg
gi

e 
A

rk
el

l
re

gi
na

ld
.a

rk
el

l@
do

t.g
ov

A
ll

G
en

er
al

 d
is

cu
ss

io
n 

ab
ou

t I
nd

y 
C

on
ne

ct
 p

ro
je

ct
s.

 W
e 

di
sc

us
se

d 
th

e 
tra

ns
it 

bi
ll 

so
m

e 
an

d 
its

 p
ot

en
tia

l e
ffe

ct
s.

 J
er

em
y 

pr
ov

id
ed

 a
n 

up
da

te
 o

n 
th

e 
G

re
en

 L
in

e 
D

E
IS

. T
he

 F
TA

 fo
lk

s 
sp

ok
e 

a 
lit

tle
 a

bo
ut

 T
IG

E
R

 a
va

ila
bi

lit
y.

 S
ea

n 
an

d 
A

nn
a 

ta
lk

ed
 a

bo
ut

 th
e 

R
ed

 L
in

e 
an

d 
po

ss
ib

ili
ty

 o
f i

t m
ov

in
g 

fo
rw

ar
d 

in
to

 N
E

P
A

 a
nd

 p
re

lim
in

ar
y 

en
gi

ne
er

in
g,

 E
-B

R
T 

co
nc

ep
t a

nd
 M

ay
or

 B
al

la
rd

 p
ro

po
si

ng
 to

 S
ec

re
ta

ry
 F

ox
.

3/
14

/2
01

4
In

dy
G

o 
D

TC
 P

ub
lic

 M
ee

tin
g 

(x
2)

A
ll

Th
e 

in
te

nt
 w

as
 to

 p
re

se
nt

 p
la

ns
 a

nd
 g

ai
n 

fe
ed

ba
ck

 fr
om

 th
e 

pu
bl

ic
 o

n 
th

e 
D

TC
. J

en
 a

nd
 J

er
em

y 
w

er
e 

pr
es

en
t t

o 
an

sw
er

 q
ue

st
io

ns
 fr

om
 th

e 
pu

bl
ic

 o
n 

In
dy

 C
on

ne
ct

.
3/

17
/2

01
4

LI
S

C
Te

d 
G

ra
in

tg
ra

in
@

lis
c.

or
g

G
re

en
D

is
cu

ss
io

n 
on

 th
e 

G
re

en
 L

in
e 

pr
im

ar
ily

 o
ut

si
de

 o
f d

ow
nt

ow
n 

In
di

an
ap

ol
is

. T
ie

s 
w

ith
 N

E
 C

or
rid

or
 Q

O
L 

pl
an

 b
y 

LI
S

C
. T

ed
 s

ai
d 

he
 h

ad
 c

on
ta

ct
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
fo

r u
s 

fo
r G

ar
y 

H
ob

bs
 (3

8t
h 

S
tre

et
 s

ta
tio

n 
si

te
).

3/
17

/2
01

4
M

ar
tin

da
le

 B
rig

ht
w

oo
d 

C
D

C
/O

ne
 V

oi
ce

Jo
se

ph
in

e 
R

og
er

sjro
ge

rs
@

m
bc

dc
.o

rg
G

re
en

D
is

cu
ss

io
n 

ab
ou

t h
ow

 to
 in

te
gr

at
e 

gr
ee

n 
lin

e 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
in

 th
e 

O
ne

 V
oi

ce
 Q

O
L 

pr
oc

es
s,

 m
ee

tin
gs

 s
et

 w
ith

 th
e 

O
ne

 V
oi

ce
 B

oa
rd

 a
nd

 to
 a

tte
nd

 a
ct

io
n 

te
am

 m
ee

tin
gs

 fo
r t

he
 M

B
 Q

O
L 

pl
an

.
3/

18
/2

01
4

P
ur

pl
e 

Li
ne

 A
dv

is
or

y 
C

om
m

itt
ee

 K
ic

k-
of

f M
ee

tin
g

M
ul

tip
le

P
ur

pl
e

In
tro

du
ct

io
n 

to
 th

e 
P

ur
pl

e 
Li

ne
 s

tu
dy

, p
ro

ce
ss

, t
im

el
in

e.
 C

om
m

itt
ee

 m
em

be
rs

 g
av

e 
co

m
m

en
ts

 b
as

ed
 o

n 
th

ei
r p

er
sp

ec
tiv

es
. J

en
 h

as
 c

re
at

ed
 a

 m
or

e 
de

ta
ile

d 
se

t o
f n

ot
es

 o
n 

th
is

 m
ee

tin
g.

3/
24

/2
01

4
S

ta
te

 F
ai

rg
ro

un
ds

S
am

an
th

a 
C

ro
ss

G
re

en
U

pd
at

e 
on

 th
e 

G
re

en
 L

in
e 

pr
og

re
ss

, C
O

A
, a

nd
 P

ur
pl

e 
Li

ne
 p

la
nn

in
g.

 W
e 

sp
ok

e 
ab

ou
t t

he
 3

8t
h 

S
tre

et
 G

re
en

 L
in

e 
st

at
io

n 
an

d 
co

nn
ec

tio
ns

 to
 th

e 
fa

irg
ro

un
ds

 c
am

pu
s.

 C
ro

ss
in

g 
B

in
fo

rd
 is

 a
 s

in
ifi

ca
nt

 is
su

e 
al

on
g 

w
ith

 m
ak

in
g 

su
re

 a
cc

es
s 

is
 a

va
ila

bl
e 

to
 m

in
im

iz
e 

w
al

k 
di

st
an

ce
s.

3/
24

/2
01

4
R

ile
y 

A
re

a 
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t C

or
po

ra
tio

n
E

ric
 S

tri
ck

la
nd

st
ric

kl
an

d@
ril

ey
ar

ea
.o

rg
G

re
en

D
is

cu
ss

io
n 

ab
ou

t t
he

 tr
an

si
t c

en
te

r, 
di

sp
la

y 
at

 th
e 

ha
ll,

 u
pc

om
in

g 
C

O
A

, r
ef

in
em

en
t o

f d
ow

nt
ow

n 
G

re
en

 L
in

e 
al

te
rn

at
iv

es
 u

si
ng

 th
e 

tra
ffi

c 
m

od
el

3/
25

/2
01

4
K

in
g 

P
ar

k 
A

re
a 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t C
or

po
ra

tio
n

P
au

l D
up

re
z

G
re

en
K

P
A

D
C

 c
ar

es
 a

 lo
t a

bo
ut

 1
6t

h 
S

tre
et

. T
he

y 
w

an
t t

ha
t s

to
p 

to
 b

e 
ni

ce
 a

nd
 h

av
e 

a 
co

nn
ec

tio
n 

to
 C

la
rio

n.
 T

he
y 

w
er

e 
in

te
re

st
ed

 in
 th

e 
le

gi
sl

at
io

n,
 h

ow
 c

ro
ss

in
gs

 w
ill

 b
e 

tre
at

ed
. T

he
y 

se
e 

30
th

 a
s 

a 
pr

et
ty

 lo
gi

ca
l c

on
ne

ct
io

n.
 If

 th
e 

tra
ns

it 
co

ul
d 

at
tra

ct
 s

om
e 

ty
pe

 o
f a

nc
ho

r t
he

n 
it'

s 
a 

gr
ea

t c
ho

ic
e.

 T
he

y 
po

in
te

d 
ou

t t
ha

t 2
5t

h 
st

re
et

 h
as

 s
om

e 
us

ef
ul

ne
ss

 a
s 

it 
is

 n
ex

t t
o 

th
e 

on
ly

 b
an

k,
 3

7 
P

la
ce

, J
uv

en
ill

e 
C

en
te

r, 
M

ar
tin

 u
ni

ve
rs

ity
 a

nd
 D

ou
gl

as
 P

ar
k.

 T
he

y 
ta

lk
ed

 a
bo

ut
 T

in
ke

r F
la

ts
 a

nd
 th

at
 th

ey
 h

av
e 

so
m

e 
si

gh
ts

 s
et

 o
n 

us
in

g 
th

e 
ra

il 
lin

e 
ar

ea
 fo

r p
ar

ki
ng

.
3/

25
/2

01
4

Fi
sh

er
s 

Tr
ai

n 
S

ta
tio

n 
P

la
za

 O
pe

n 
H

ou
se

R
ac

he
l J

oh
ns

on
jo

hn
so

nr
@

fis
he

rs
.in

.u
s

95
G

re
en

S
ev

er
al

 m
em

be
rs

 o
f t

he
 p

ub
lic

 s
ta

te
d 

th
ei

r p
re

fe
re

nc
e 

fo
r B

R
T 

or
 li

gh
t r

ai
l a

nd
 th

er
e 

w
as

 n
o 

co
nc

en
su

s.
 S

om
e 

as
ke

d 
"w

ha
t's

 in
 th

is
 tr

an
si

t d
ea

l f
or

 F
is

he
r's

 re
si

de
nt

s"
. o

nl
y 

on
e 

sa
id

 h
e 

w
as

n'
t f

or
 tr

an
si

t a
t a

ll.
 S

ev
er

al
 p

eo
pl

e 
w

er
e 

co
nc

er
en

ed
 a

bo
ut

 th
e 

Fa
ir 

Tr
ai

n 
go

in
g 

aw
ay

. I
TM

 d
id

 h
av

e 
a 

ta
bl

e 
at

 th
e 

op
en

 h
ou

se
 s

o 
it 

is
n'

t f
ul

ly
 u

nd
er

st
oo

d 
if 

th
at

 is
 g

en
er

al
 F

is
he

r's
 re

si
de

nt
's

 o
pi

ni
on

 o
r i

f t
he

re
 w

er
e 

m
or

e 
pe

op
le

 a
t t

ha
t m

ee
tin

g 
th

at
 s

pe
ci

fic
al

ly
 s

up
po

rt 
IT

M
.

4/
4/

20
14

E
as

t V
ill

ag
e 

B
us

in
es

s 
O

w
ne

rs
 A

ss
oc

.
To

bi
e 

K
ni

es
s

To
bi

e.
K

ni
es

s@
gm

ai
l.c

om
A

ll
A

ll 
w

er
e 

co
nc

er
ne

d 
ab

ou
t p

ed
es

tri
an

 c
ro

ss
in

gs
 fo

r W
as

hi
ng

to
n 

S
tre

et
. I

n 
pa

rti
cu

la
r a

t W
ill

ar
d 

P
ar

k,
 c

ro
ss

in
g 

fo
r s

to
ps

, e
tc

. T
ob

ie
 m

en
tio

ne
d 

th
at

 th
er

e 
ne

ed
s 

to
 b

e 
m

or
e 

no
rth

-s
ou

th
 ro

ut
es

 b
et

w
ee

n 
I-7

0/
65

 a
nd

 A
rli

ng
to

n.
 T

he
re

 a
re

 p
le

nt
y 

of
 e

as
t-w

es
t r

ou
te

s,
 b

ut
 m

or
e 

no
rth

-s
ou

th
 c

on
ne

ct
io

ns
, e

sp
ec

ia
lly

 to
 th

e 
B

lu
e 

Li
ne

, a
re

 n
ee

de
d.

 T
on

ya
 n

ot
ed

 a
 c

on
ce

rn
 fo

r p
os

si
bl

e 
lo

ss
 o

f o
n-

st
re

et
 p

ar
ki

ng
 n

ea
r h

er
 s

to
re

, l
oc

at
ed

 o
n 

M
ic

hi
ga

n 
S

t.
4/

14
/2

01
4

O
ne

 V
oi

ce
 B

oa
rd

A
m

y 
H

ar
w

el
l

8
G

re
en

Fu
ll 

In
dy

 C
on

ne
ct

 p
re

se
nt

at
io

n,
 P

ar
tn

er
s,

 V
is

io
n,

 D
TC

, C
O

A
, G

re
en

 L
in

e,
 le

gi
sl

at
io

n 
an

d 
op

po
rtu

ni
tie

s 
in

 M
ar

tin
da

le
 B

rig
ht

w
oo

d.
 T

he
 b

oa
rd

 a
gr

ee
d 

to
 w

or
k 

w
ith

 m
e 

to
 a

da
pt

 th
e 

pl
an

 to
 th

e 
ne

ed
s 

of
 th

e 
ne

ig
hb

or
ho

od
. F

ur
th

er
 e

ng
ag

em
en

t r
eq

ui
re

d.
 I 

di
sc

us
se

d 
th

e 
25

th
 s

tre
et

 s
ta

tio
n 

on
 th

e 
G

re
en

 L
in

e 
w

ith
 th

em
 a

nd
 th

ey
 d

id
 n

ot
 d

em
an

d 
to

 h
av

e 
th

e 
st

at
io

n.
 I 

w
as

n'
t g

iv
en

 th
e 

go
 to

 re
m

ov
e 

it 
ei

th
er

.
4/

14
/2

01
4

H
oo

si
er

 H
er

ita
ge

 P
or

t A
ut

ho
rit

y 
B

oa
rd

R
ho

nd
a 

K
lo

pf
en

st
ei

n
G

re
en

A
nn

a 
at

te
nd

ed
 th

is
 m

ee
tin

g 
to

 k
ee

p 
in

 c
on

ta
ct

 w
ith

 H
H

P
A

 a
nd

 to
 k

ee
p 

tra
ck

 o
f r

el
ev

an
t a

ct
iv

ity
 o

n 
th

ei
r e

nd
. I

TM
 is

 tr
yi

ng
 to

 a
rr

an
ge

 a
 c

on
tra

ct
 w

ith
 H

H
P

A
 to

 o
pe

ra
te

 in
 th

e 
co

rr
id

or
.

4/
16

/2
01

4
D

ow
nt

ow
n 

A
dv

is
or

y 
C

om
m

itt
ee

A
ll

O
nl

y 
tw

o 
D

A
C

 m
em

be
rs

 a
tte

nd
ed

. P
re

se
nt

er
s 

be
ga

n 
w

ith
 a

n 
ov

er
al

l p
la

n 
re

vi
ew

, a
nd

 d
is

cu
ss

io
n 

on
 th

e 
do

w
nt

ow
n 

tra
ns

it 
ce

nt
er

 a
nd

 C
O

A
 u

pd
at

e.
 A

tte
nd

ee
s 

bo
th

 a
pp

re
ci

at
ed

 th
e 

w
or

k 
th

at
 h

as
 b

ee
n 

pu
t f

or
th

 to
 fi

lte
r o

pt
io

ns
. T

he
y 

w
er

e 
in

 fa
vo

r o
f e

lim
in

at
in

g 
th

e 
M

as
s 

A
ve

 G
re

en
 L

in
e 

al
te

rn
at

iv
e,

 b
as

ed
 o

n 
th

e 
da

ta
 p

re
se

nt
ed

. F
or

 th
e 

R
ed

 L
in

e,
 th

ey
 le

an
ed

 to
w

ar
d 

th
e 

M
er

id
ia

n 
S

tre
et

 a
lte

rn
at

iv
e,

 b
ut

 th
at

 s
tu

dy
 to

ok
 p

la
ce

 o
ut

si
de

 e
ith

er
 o

f t
he

 a
tte

nd
ee

s 
im

m
ed

ia
te

 a
re

as
 o

f i
m

pa
ct

.
4/

17
/2

01
4

R
ed

 L
in

e 
M

er
id

ia
n 

S
tre

et
 S

tu
dy

 - 
S

ta
ke

ho
ld

er
 M

ee
tin

g
R

ed
m

ee
tin

g 
su

m
m

ar
y 

in
 th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t f
ile

4/
17

/2
01

4
O

ne
 V

oi
ce

 A
ct

io
n 

Te
am

 M
ee

tin
g

A
m

y 
H

ar
w

el
l

G
re

en
O

pp
or

tu
ni

ty
 to

 s
pe

ak
 in

 fr
on

t o
f M

ar
tin

da
le

 b
rig

ht
w

oo
d 

co
m

m
un

ity
 m

em
be

rs
. I

 le
t t

he
m

 k
no

w
 th

at
 I 

w
as

 th
er

e 
to

 ta
lk

 w
ith

 th
em

 a
bo

ut
 tr

an
si

t i
n 

th
ei

r n
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

d,
 In

dy
 C

on
ne

ct
, l

eg
is

la
tio

n 
an

d 
th

e 
D

TC
. C

la
ud

ia
 M

er
ch

an
t e

xp
re

ss
ed

 a
n 

at
tit

ud
e 

th
at

 I 
ha

d 
do

ne
 a

ll 
of

 th
e 

pl
an

ni
ng

 w
or

k 
an

d 
th

er
e 

w
as

 n
o 

re
as

on
 fo

r m
e 

to
 b

e 
th

er
e.

 W
or

k 
on

 m
es

sa
gi

ng
. I

 s
po

ke
 w

ith
 M

er
v 

M
oo

re
 a

nd
 A

m
y 

H
ar

w
el

l a
bo

ut
 n

ex
t s

te
ps

 o
n 

th
at

. W
e 

w
ill

 fo
cu

s 
m

or
e 

on
 n

ee
ds

 a
nd

 is
su

es
 th

en
 p

us
hi

ng
 th

e 
In

dy
 C

on
ne

ct
 m

ap
.

4/
21

/2
01

4
O

ak
hi

ll 
C

iv
ic

 A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

M
er

v 
M

oo
re

30
G

re
en

Th
is

 is
 a

 re
gu

la
r n

ei
gh

bo
rh

oo
d 

m
ee

tin
g 

of
 th

e 
O

ak
hi

ll 
C

.A
. T

he
 fi

rs
t p

ar
t o

f t
he

 m
ee

tin
g 

w
as

 o
n 

C
P

TE
D

. I
 w

as
 a

bl
e 

to
 in

fo
rm

 re
si

de
nt

s 
ab

ou
t t

he
 In

dy
 C

on
ne

ct
 tr

an
si

t v
is

io
n,

 a
ut

ho
riz

in
g 

le
gi

sl
at

io
n 

fo
r a

 re
fe

re
nd

a 
an

d 
th

e 
do

w
nt

ow
n 

tra
ns

it 
ce

nt
er

. I
 le

t p
eo

pl
e 

kn
ow

 th
at

 I 
w

ill
 b

e 
w

or
ki

ng
 w

ith
 th

e 
M

ar
tin

da
le

 B
rig

ht
w

oo
d 

O
ne

-V
oi

ce
 a

ct
io

n 
te

am
 a

nd
 th

at
 is

 a
 g

re
at

 o
pp

or
tu

ni
ty

 fo
r t

he
m

 to
 h

av
e 

in
pu

t t
hr

ou
gh

 2
01

4.
4/

22
/2

01
4

In
dy

 R
ep

re
se

nt
at

iv
es

A
ll

Th
e 

gr
ou

p 
di

sc
us

se
d 

ho
w

 to
 m

ai
nt

ai
n 

em
ph

as
is

 a
nd

 c
ro

ss
 c

on
ve

rs
at

io
ns

 o
n 

al
l o

f t
he

 tr
an

si
t p

ro
je

ct
s 

an
d 

la
nd

 u
se

 re
gu

la
tio

n 
pr

oj
ec

ts
 c

ur
re

nt
ly

 u
nd

er
w

ay
.

4/
24

/2
01

4
R

ed
 L

in
e 

M
er

id
ia

n 
S

tre
et

 S
tu

dy
 - 

U
pd

at
e 

Le
ad

er
sh

ip
R

ed
D

is
cu

ss
ed

 T
IG

E
R

 g
ra

nt
. D

is
cu

ss
ed

 R
ed

 L
in

e 
st

ud
y 

re
su

lts
. A

da
m

 w
an

ts
 to

 m
ak

e 
su

re
 th

at
 w

e 
ar

e 
co

ns
id

er
in

g 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t o
pp

or
tu

ni
tie

s 
fo

r P
ur

pl
e,

 a
s 

w
el

l a
s 

m
in

im
iz

in
g 

al
ig

nm
en

t j
og

s.
 T

he
 g

ro
up

 a
gr

ee
d 

to
 e

lim
in

at
e 

th
e 

Ill
in

oi
s/

C
ap

ito
l o

ne
-w

ay
 p

ai
r f

ro
m

 fu
rth

er
 e

va
lu

at
io

n 
an

d 
co

nc
en

tra
te

 o
n 

M
er

id
ia

n 
or

 Il
lin

oi
s 

S
t. 

fo
r t

ra
ns

it 
us

e.
4/

25
/2

01
4

R
ed

 L
in

e 
M

er
id

ia
n 

S
tre

et
 S

tu
dy

 - 
U

pd
at

e 
S

ta
ke

ho
ld

er
R

ed
Je

n 
up

da
te

d 
A

da
m

 o
n 

th
e 

sa
m

e 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
th

at
 w

as
 g

iv
en

 a
t t

he
 A

pr
il 

17
th

 s
ta

ke
ho

ld
er

 m
ee

tin
g 

an
d 

th
e 

A
pr

il 
24

 le
ad

er
sh

ip
 u

pd
at

e.
 A

fte
rw

ar
ds

, A
da

m
 s

po
ke

 to
 o

th
er

 IU
 H

ea
lth

 re
pr

es
en

ta
tiv

es
 a

nd
 d

et
er

m
in

ed
 th

at
 th

ei
r p

re
fe

re
nc

e 
fo

r t
ra

ns
it,

 fr
om

 IU
 H

ea
lth

's
 p

er
sp

ec
tiv

e,
 w

ou
ld

 b
e 

fir
st

 th
e 

on
e-

w
ay

 p
ai

r, 
th

en
 Il

lin
oi

s 
2-

w
ay

 s
er

vi
ce

, t
he

n 
M

er
id

ia
n 

S
tre

et
. T

he
y 

be
lie

ve
 th

at
 a

n 
18

th
 S

tre
et

 s
ta

tio
n 

on
 M

er
id

ia
n 

is
 to

o 
fa

r a
w

ay
 fo

r e
m

pl
oy

ee
s 

to
 w

al
k 

(th
ey

 m
ig

ht
 a

s 
w

el
l p

ar
k 

fo
r f

re
e)

. T
he

 1
6t

h 
S

tre
et

 s
ta

tio
n 

ne
ar

 C
ap

ito
l i

s 
al

so
 to

o 
fa

r a
w

ay
, b

ec
au

se
 th

e 
m

aj
or

ity
 o

f t
he

 c
am

pu
s 

fo
cu

se
s 

ar
ou

nd
 1

8t
h 

S
tre

et
.

4/
25

/2
01

4
M

ar
tin

da
le

 B
rig

ht
w

oo
d

G
re

en
5/

1/
20

14
P

ur
pl

e 
Li

ne
 C

A
C

P
ur

pl
e

Th
e 

in
te

nt
 o

f t
hi

s 
m

ee
tin

g 
w

as
 to

 g
iv

e 
th

e 
C

A
C

 a
 p

re
vi

ew
 o

f t
he

 p
ub

lic
 in

pu
t p

re
se

nt
at

io
n 

an
d 

ex
hi

bi
ts

. T
he

 C
A

C
 p

ro
vi

de
d 

ve
ry

 g
oo

d 
fe

ed
ba

ck
 th

at
 w

as
 in

te
gr

at
ed

 in
to

 th
e 

op
en

 h
ou

se
s

5/
13

/2
01

4
G

re
at

er
 A

lli
so

nv
ill

e 
(G

A
C

C
)

G
re

en
5/

13
/2

01
4

P
ur

pl
e 

Li
ne

 W
or

ks
ho

p
P

ur
pl

e
M

ee
tin

gs
 s

um
m

ar
iz

ed
, p

os
te

d 
on

lin
e.

5/
13

/2
01

4
R

ile
y 

A
re

a 
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t C

or
po

ra
tio

n
G

re
en

5/
14

/2
01

4
P

ur
pl

e 
Li

ne
 W

or
ks

ho
p

P
ur

pl
e

M
ee

tin
gs

 s
um

m
ar

iz
ed

, p
os

te
d 

on
lin

e.
5/

15
/2

01
4

P
ur

pl
e 

Li
ne

 W
or

ks
ho

p
P

ur
pl

e
M

ee
tin

gs
 s

um
m

ar
iz

ed
, p

os
te

d 
on

lin
e.

5/
19

/2
01

4
R

ed
 L

in
e 

S
tu

dy
 u

pd
at

e
C

hr
is

 R
ea

di
ng

ch
ris

.re
ad

in
g@

cu
m

m
in

s.
co

m
15

R
ed

Je
n 

up
da

te
d 

th
e 

or
ga

ni
za

tio
n 

on
 th

e 
R

ed
 L

in
e,

 a
nd

 re
m

ai
ni

ng
 a

lte
rn

at
iv

es
 in

 th
e 

Fo
un

ta
in

 S
qu

ar
e 

ar
ea

. F
ee

db
ac

k 
w

as
 n

ot
 d

ef
in

iti
ve

 e
no

ug
h 

to
 g

ui
de

 a
lte

rn
at

iv
e 

se
le

ct
io

n.
5/

27
/2

01
4

Ja
m

is
on

 H
ut

ch
in

s 
- I

nd
y 

B
ik

ew
ay

s
Ja

m
is

on
A

ll
su

m
m

ar
y 

in
 2

01
4 

In
dy

 C
on

ne
ct

 fo
ld

er
. N

o 
la

rg
e 

re
ve

la
tio

ns
. J

er
em

y 
w

ill
 w

or
k 

w
ith

 J
am

is
on

 o
n 

G
re

en
 L

in
e 

al
te

rn
at

iv
es

 d
ow

nt
ow

n.
 M

ig
ht

 b
e 

po
ss

ib
le

 (s
om

ed
ay

) t
o 

re
m

ov
e 

bi
ke

 la
ne

s 
fro

m
 o

n-
 to

 o
ff-

st
re

et
 a

lo
ng

 M
ad

is
on

 to
 in

cr
ea

se
 p

ot
en

tia
l f

or
 d

ed
ic

at
ed

 tr
an

si
t.

6/
3/

20
14

In
te

rn
at

io
na

l M
ar

ke
tp

la
ce

M
ar

y 
C

la
rk

m
cl

ar
k@

im
co

al
iti

on
.o

rg
35

P
ur

pl
e

Je
n 

ga
ve

 P
ur

pl
e 

Li
ne

 in
tro

 p
re

se
nt

at
io

n.
 N

o 
qu

es
tio

ns
 d

ur
in

g 
pr

es
en

ta
tio

n.
 A

fte
rw

ar
ds

, a
 fe

w
 p

eo
pl

e 
as

ke
d 

fo
r f

ol
lo

w
-u

p 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
or

 fo
r I

nd
yC

on
ne

ct
 to

 b
e 

pr
es

en
te

d 
at

 a
 fu

tu
re

 e
ng

ag
em

en
t.

6/
11

/2
01

4
G

re
en

 L
in

e 
C

A
C

G
re

en
6/

19
/2

01
4

D
um

p 
th

e 
P

um
p 

D
ay

A
ll

6/
24

/2
01

4
A

da
m

 W
in

ay
 (s

tu
de

nt
)

A
da

m
 W

in
ay

A
ll

In
te

rv
ie

w
 fo

r a
n 

ar
tic

le
 h

e'
s 

w
rit

in
g 

fo
r s

ch
oo

l.
6/

27
/2

01
4

In
dy

 C
on

ne
ct

 P
re

se
nt

at
io

n
A

le
x 

M
is

er
50

A
ll

th
e 

pr
es

en
ta

tio
n 

w
as

 re
co

rd
ed

 fo
r I

nd
ia

na
po

lis
 C

ha
nn

el
 1

6

7/
3/

20
14

In
te

rn
at

io
na

l M
ar

ke
tp

la
ce

 L
an

d 
U

se
 C

om
m

itt
ee

R
ic

ha
rd

 M
ay

15
P

ur
pl

e

--
 C

om
m

en
t s

ug
ge

st
in

g 
th

at
 ra

pi
d 

tra
ns

it 
st

at
io

ns
 b

e 
se

cu
re

d 
to

 k
ee

p 
pe

op
le

 fr
om

 ri
di

ng
 w

ith
ou

t p
ay

in
g

 --
 Q

ue
st

io
ns

 a
bo

ut
 in

te
gr

at
in

g 
ra

pi
d 

tra
ns

it 
st

at
io

ns
 in

to
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t (

TO
D

)
 --

 R
ec

om
m

en
da

tio
n 

to
 in

cl
ud

e 
ar

tis
ts

 in
 th

e 
co

nv
er

sa
tio

n 
w

he
n 

w
e 

be
gi

n 
di

sc
us

si
ng

 th
e 

de
si

gn
 fo

r s
ta

tio
ns

, e
tc

.
7/

3/
20

14
C

ar
m

el
 F

es
t

S
ea

n 
W

hi
te

A
ll

Ju
ly

 3
rd

 a
nd

 4
th

.
R

ed
7/

9/
20

14
M

ay
or

 o
f I

nd
ia

na
po

lis
A

m
y 

W
ag

go
ne

r
se

an
.n

or
th

up
@

in
dy

.g
ov

A
ll

C
on

ve
rs

at
io

n 
ab

ou
t t

he
 C

IT
TF

 p
ro

po
sa

l
R

ed
7/

10
/2

01
4

M
K

N
A

 B
oa

rd
M

ar
y 

O
w

en
s

m
tie

rn
ey

o@
ao

l.c
om

15
R

ed
Je

n 
ga

ve
 a

 g
en

er
al

 u
pd

at
e 

of
 th

e 
R

ed
 L

in
e,

 P
ur

pl
e 

Li
ne

, a
nd

 T
O

D
 p

la
n.

 Q
ue

st
io

ns
 in

cl
ud

ed
 th

e 
re

ffe
re

nd
a 

da
te

, d
o 

st
at

io
ns

 c
ro

ss
 b

ik
e 

ro
ut

es
, a

re
 b

us
es

 e
qu

ip
pe

d 
fo

r b
ik

es
, a

nd
 a

 fe
w

 o
th

er
s.

P
ur

pl
e

7/
15

/2
01

4
M

ar
tin

da
le

 B
rig

ht
w

oo
d 

C
D

C
Jo

se
ph

in
e 

R
og

er
sjro

ge
rs

@
m

bc
dc

.o
rg

3
G

re
en

In
 d

ep
th

 d
is

cu
ss

io
n 

ab
ou

t i
m

pa
ct

s 
of

 th
e 

G
re

en
 R

ap
id

 T
ra

ns
it 

Li
ne

 o
n 

th
e 

ne
ig

hb
or

ho
od

. P
ar

tic
ul

ar
ly

 a
bo

ut
 p

ot
en

tia
l s

tre
et

 c
lo

su
re

s,
 m

ai
nt

en
an

ce
 fa

ci
lti

es
 a

nd
 s

ta
tio

ns
. W

e 
di

sc
us

se
d 

pu
bl

ic
 o

ut
re

ac
h 

op
po

rtu
ni

tie
s 

w
ith

in
 M

B
.

7/
16

/2
01

4
In

di
an

a 
C

IC
M

R
ob

 L
uk

em
ey

er
 II

Ilu
ke

3@
ba

se
lin

ec
om

m
er

ci
al

.c
om

A
ll

H
ig

h 
le

ve
l, 

ba
si

c,
 3

0 
m

in
ut

e 
br

ie
fin

g 
on

 In
dy

 C
on

ne
ct

7/
19

/2
01

4
In

di
an

a 
B

la
ck

 E
xp

o
10

00
+ 

(4
8 

su
rv

ey
ed

)
A

ll
7/

22
/2

01
4

A
rts

 C
ou

nc
il

Ju
lia

 M
un

ey
 M

oo
rejm

oo
re

@
in

dy
ar

ts
.o

rg
A

ll
D

is
cu

ss
in

g 
in

te
gr

at
in

g 
an

 a
rti

st
 in

to
 th

e 
N

E
P

A
 a

nd
 e

ng
in

ee
rin

g 
ta

sk
s 

to
 in

te
gr

at
e 

ar
t i

nt
o 

tra
ns

it.
8/

11
/2

01
4

G
re

en
 L

in
e 

Im
pa

ct
s-

 H
ill

si
de

A
nn

a 
C

ar
te

r
G

re
en

Th
e 

m
ee

tin
g 

w
as

 to
 d

is
cu

ss
 th

e 
G

re
en

 R
ap

id
 T

ra
ns

it 
Li

ne
 a

nd
 im

pa
ct

s 
to

 th
e 

ne
ig

hb
or

ho
od

. T
he

 c
ur

re
nt

 G
re

en
 L

in
e 

pr
op

os
al

 in
cl

ud
es

 th
re

e 
st

re
et

 c
lo

si
ng

 fo
r s

af
et

y 
in

 th
e 

H
ill

si
de

 N
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

d.
 T

he
 n

ei
gh

bo
rh

oo
d 

an
d 

C
ou

nc
ill

or
 S

im
ps

on
 o

pp
os

e 
th

is
 p

ro
po

sa
l v

er
y 

m
uc

h.
8/

18
/2

01
4

G
re

en
 L

in
e 

Im
pa

ct
s-

 H
ill

si
de

A
nn

a 
C

ar
te

r
G

re
en

Th
is

 m
ee

tin
g 

w
as

 to
 d

is
cu

s 
im

pa
ct

s 
of

 th
e 

G
re

en
 L

in
e.

 A
tte

nd
an

ce
 w

as
 v

er
y 

lo
w

. T
hi

s 
re

si
de

nt
 h

ad
 n

ot
 in

te
nd

ed
 to

 b
e 

at
 th

e 
m

ee
tin

g 
bu

t w
a 

as
ke

d 
if 

he
 w

an
te

d 
to

 le
ar

n 
m

or
e 

ab
ou

t t
he

 p
ro

po
sa

l a
nd

 s
ai

d 
ye

s.
 H

is
 re

sp
on

se
 to

 th
e 

pr
op

os
al

 w
as

 th
at

 it
 s

ou
nd

ed
 re

as
on

ab
le

.
8/

18
/2

01
4

P
ur

pl
e 

Li
ne

 C
A

C
 m

ee
tin

g
12

P
ur

pl
e

U
pd

at
e 

on
 s

tu
dy

. P
re

se
nt

ed
 re

m
ai

ni
ng

 o
pt

io
ns

 fo
r f

ee
db

ac
k 

an
d 

re
co

m
m

en
da

tio
ns

. N
o 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 in

pu
t f

ro
m

 c
om

m
itt

ee
 o

n 
re

co
m

m
en

da
tio

ns
. C

om
m

itt
ee

 s
up

po
rti

ve
 o

f s
tu

dy
 re

co
m

m
en

da
tio

ns
 s

o 
fa

r.
8/

18
/2

01
4

C
ar

m
el

 / 
W

es
tfi

el
dM

ik
e 

H
ol

lig
hb

au
gh

R
ed

S
ta

ff 
m

em
be

rs
 g

av
e 

go
od

 fe
ed

ba
ck

 o
n 

in
iti

al
 d

ra
ft 

sc
op

e 
fo

r W
es

tfi
el

d 
ex

te
ns

io
n 

of
 th

e 
R

ed
 L

in
e.

 S
co

pe
 w

ill
 b

e 
re

vi
se

d 
an

d 
co

m
m

un
iti

es
 w

ill
 re

vi
ew

 b
ef

or
e 

co
nt

ra
ct

s 
ar

e 
si

gn
ed

.
8/

18
/2

01
4

IN
D

O
T

G
er

ry
 M

on
tg

om
er

yge
rr

ym
on

tg
om

er
y@

in
do

t.I
N

.g
ov

P
ur

pl
e

D
is

cu
ss

ed
 P

ur
pl

e 
Li

ne
 a

lte
rn

at
iv

es
 w

ith
 IN

D
O

T 
re

pr
es

en
ta

tiv
es

. I
N

D
O

T 
co

nc
er

ne
d 

ab
ou

t u
si

ng
 P

en
dl

et
on

 P
ik

e 
be

ca
us

e 
of

 w
id

en
in

gs
 th

a 
th

av
e 

ha
pp

en
ed

 to
-d

at
e,

 a
nd

 c
on

ce
rn

 fo
r l

os
in

g 
ca

pa
ci

ty
. W

ill
 T

ol
be

rt 
w

ill
 m

od
el

 th
e 

ca
pa

ci
ty

 w
ith

 tr
an

si
t a

nd
 re

po
rt 

ba
ck

.
8/

19
/2

01
4

G
re

en
 L

in
e 

Im
pa

ct
s-

 O
ak

hi
ll

M
ar

ve
l M

oo
re

25
G

re
en

D
is

cu
ss

ed
 In

dy
 C

on
ne

ct
, I

nd
yG

o 
Fo

rw
ar

d 
an

d 
th

e 
Im

pa
ct

s 
of

 th
e 

G
re

en
 L

in
e.

 T
he

 n
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

d 
op

po
se

d 
th

e 
pr

op
os

ed
 s

tre
et

 c
lo

si
ng

s.
8/

20
/2

01
4

La
w

re
nc

e
B

ru
ce

 N
or

th
er

n
P

ur
pl

e
D

is
cu

ss
ed

 P
ur

pl
e 

Li
ne

 o
pt

io
ns

 w
ith

 B
ru

ce
, a

nd
 b

rie
fly

 w
ith

 M
ay

or
 J

es
su

p.
 E

ith
er

 o
pt

io
n 

is
 a

cc
ep

tib
le

 fo
r L

aw
re

nc
e,

 a
nd

 w
ill

 fi
t i

nt
o 

re
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t p
la

ns
. S

om
e 

re
si

de
nt

ia
l h

ou
si

ng
 h

as
 b

ee
n 

cl
os

ed
 a

t 4
6t

h 
an

d 
P

os
t R

oa
d

8/
20

/2
01

4
P

ur
pl

e 
Li

ne
 P

ub
lic

 M
ee

tin
g

15
P

ur
pl

e
Th

e 
re

co
m

m
en

da
tio

ns
 s

o 
fa

r w
er

e 
pr

es
en

te
d 

to
 th

e 
pu

bl
ic

. R
es

po
ns

e 
ov

er
al

l w
as

 p
os

iti
ve

. S
om

e 
pe

op
le

 w
an

t t
he

 P
ur

pl
e 

Li
ne

 to
 g

o 
fu

rth
er

 e
as

t o
n 

38
th

 S
tre

et
, t

o 
M

itt
ho

ef
fe

r.
8/

21
/2

01
4

P
ur

pl
e 

Li
ne

 W
eb

in
ar

15
P

ur
pl

e
Th

e 
re

co
m

m
en

da
tio

ns
 s

o 
fa

r w
er

e 
pr

es
en

te
d 

to
 th

e 
pu

bl
ic

. P
ar

tic
ip

an
ts

 w
er

e 
en

co
ur

ag
ed

 to
 a

sk
 q

ue
st

io
ns

 a
nd

 p
re

se
nt

er
s 

an
sw

er
ed

 th
em

 a
fte

r t
he

 p
re

se
nt

at
io

n.
8/

21
/2

01
4

P
ur

pl
e 

Li
ne

 P
ub

lic
 M

ee
tin

g
1

P
ur

pl
e

Tu
rn

ou
t w

as
 v

er
y 

lo
w

 fo
r t

hi
s 

m
ee

tin
g.

 T
he

 p
rin

ci
pa

l o
f t

he
 s

ch
oo

l a
tte

nd
ed

 a
nd

 w
as

 v
er

y 
in

te
re

st
ed

 in
 th

e 
st

ud
y.

9/
4/

20
14

C
hi

ld
re

n'
s 

M
us

eu
mA
nt

ho
ny

 B
rid

ge
m

an
R

ed
TC

M
 is

 s
ta

rti
ng

 to
 th

in
k 

ab
ou

t h
ow

 th
ey

 c
an

 c
ap

tu
re

 th
e 

R
ed

 L
in

e 
if 

it 
is

 lo
ca

te
d 

on
 M

er
id

ia
n 

S
tre

et
, w

hi
ch

 is
 te

ch
ni

ca
lly

 o
n 

th
e 

ba
ck

 s
id

e 
of

 th
ei

r f
ac

ili
ty

. T
hi

s 
di

sc
us

si
on

 w
as

 to
 ta

lk
 a

bo
ut

 th
e 

cu
rr

en
t r

ec
om

m
en

da
tio

ns
 fo

r t
he

 li
ne

, a
nd

 th
e 

sc
he

du
le

 fo
r m

ov
in

g 
it 

fo
rw

ar
d.

P
ur

pl
e

9/
8/

20
14

G
re

en
 L

in
e 

Im
pa

ct
s-

 H
ill

si
de

A
nn

a 
C

ar
te

r
G

re
en

Th
e 

pr
es

en
ta

tio
n 

to
 th

is
 g

ro
up

 w
as

 a
bo

ut
 th

e 
In

dy
 C

on
ne

ct
 v

is
io

n,
 In

dy
G

o 
fo

rw
ar

d 
pr

oc
es

s 
an

d 
go

al
s 

an
d 

th
e 

G
re

en
 L

in
e 

(s
pe

ci
fic

al
ly

 im
pa

ct
s 

to
 th

e 
ne

ig
hb

or
ho

od
). 

Th
e 

G
re

en
 L

in
e 

pr
op

os
es

 to
 c

lo
se

 th
re

ee
 s

tre
et

s 
in

 H
ill

si
de

 to
 a

llo
 tr

an
si

t v
eh

ic
le

s 
to

 p
as

s 
th

ro
ug

h 
w

ith
ou

t c
on

fli
ct

 to
 v

eh
ic

le
s.

 T
he

 H
ill

si
de

 N
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

d 
A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n 
op

po
se

s 
th

is
 p

ro
po

sa
l. 

Th
ey

 a
ls

o 
de

si
re

 a
 s

ta
tio

n 
at

 2
5t

h 
S

tre
et

.
9/

25
/2

01
4

C
A

C
 m

ee
tin

g
10

P
ur

pl
e

Th
is

 m
ee

tin
g 

w
as

 to
 u

pd
at

e 
th

e 
C

A
C

 o
n 

th
e 

fin
al

 P
ur

pl
e 

Li
ne

 re
co

m
m

en
da

tio
ns

. A
n 

in
de

pe
nd

en
t m

ee
tin

g 
su

m
m

ar
y 

w
as

 c
re

at
ed

.
9/

25
/2

01
4

W
eb

in
ar

P
ur

pl
e

Th
is

 m
ee

tin
g 

w
as

 to
 u

pd
at

e 
th

e 
pu

bl
ic

 o
n 

th
e 

fin
al

 P
ur

pl
e 

Li
ne

 re
co

m
m

en
da

tio
ns

. T
he

 w
eb

in
ar

 w
as

 p
os

te
d 

on
lin

e.
9/

25
/2

01
4

P
ub

lic
 M

ee
tin

g
8

P
ur

pl
e

Th
is

 m
ee

tin
g 

w
as

 to
 u

pd
at

e 
th

e 
pu

bl
ic

 o
n 

th
e 

fin
al

 P
ur

pl
e 

Li
ne

 re
co

m
m

en
da

tio
ns

.
9/

25
/2

01
4

M
id

to
w

n 
S

ch
oo

ls
 F

ai
r

M
ic

ha
el

 M
cK

ill
ip

A
ll

Je
n 

br
ou

gh
t h

an
do

ut
s 

an
d 

ot
he

r m
at

er
ia

ls
 to

 th
is

 s
ch

oo
l f

ai
r, 

w
he

re
 p

ar
en

t c
om

e 
to

 ta
lk

 w
ith

 re
pr

es
en

ta
tiv

es
 fr

om
 v

ar
io

us
 s

ch
oo

ls
 fr

om
 th

ro
ug

ho
ut

 th
e 

M
id

to
w

n 
ar

ea
. J

en
 s

po
ke

 d
ire

ct
ly

 w
ith

 re
pr

es
en

ta
tiv

es
 fr

om
 s

ev
er

al
 h

ig
h 

sc
ho

ol
s,

 w
ho

 w
er

e 
in

te
re

st
ed

 in
 it

 b
ec

au
se

 it
 p

ro
vi

de
s 

m
or

e 
tra

ns
po

rta
tio

n 
op

tio
ns

 fo
r s

tu
de

nt
s,

 a
nd

 b
ec

au
se

 o
f g

en
er

al
 s

tu
de

nt
 in

te
re

st
.

10
/8

/2
01

4
O

ld
 S

ou
th

si
de

 N
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

d
Ju

di
th

 E
ss

ex
ju

di
th

es
se

x@
ic

lo
ud

.c
om

R
ed

O
ld

 S
ou

th
si

de
 N

ei
gh

bo
rh

oo
d 

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

 1
13

3 
C

hu
rc

h 
S

tre
et

 In
di

an
ap

ol
is

, I
N

 4
62

25
10

/2
9/

20
14

C
ar

m
el

 H
ig

h 
S

ch
oo

l S
tu

de
nt

s
M

at
t K

lin
em

an
m

jk
lin

em
an

@
gm

ai
l.c

om
A

ll
11

/1
0/

20
14

C
hi

ld
re

n'
s 

M
us

eu
mA
nt

ho
ny

 B
rid

ge
m

an
R

ed
A

nt
ho

ny
 a

sk
ed

 if
 th

er
e 

ha
d 

be
en

 a
ny

 fu
rth

er
 a

na
ly

si
s 

on
 th

e 
R

ed
 L

in
e,

 w
ith

 re
ga

rd
 to

 tw
o-

w
ay

 tr
an

si
t s

er
vi

ce
 o

n 
Ill

in
oi

s 
S

tre
et

. J
en

 a
nd

 S
ea

n 
sa

id
 th

at
 Il

lin
oi

s 
S

tre
et

 w
ou

ld
 re

qu
ire

 to
o 

m
uc

h 
im

pr
ov

em
en

t t
o 

ac
cc

om
m

od
at

e 
th

at
, w

hi
ch

 w
ou

ld
 in

cr
ea

se
 p

ro
je

ct
 c

os
ts

 a
nd

 p
os

si
bl

y 
je

po
rd

ar
iz

e 
th

e 
D

C
E

 d
es

ig
na

tio
n 

fro
m

 th
e 

FT
A

 fo
r t

he
 e

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l s

tu
dy

. A
nt

ho
ny

 a
sk

ed
 fo

r a
 fo

llo
w

-u
p 

m
ee

tin
g

11
/1

3/
20

14
B

lu
e 

In
dy

N
at

e 
C

oo
pe

r &
 B

ob
 B

rig
gs

na
te

@
en

er
gy

sy
st

em
sn

et
w

or
k.

co
m

 ; 
bo

b.
br

ig
gs

@
bl

ue
-in

dy
.c

om
A

ll
D

is
cu

ss
ed

 p
ot

en
tia

l s
ta

tio
n 

lo
ca

tio
ns

 fo
r B

lu
e 

In
dy

 a
nd

 th
ei

r c
om

pa
tib

ili
ty

 o
r c

on
fli

ct
 w

ith
 th

e 
pr

op
os

ed
 In

dy
 C

on
ne

ct
 ra

pi
d 

tra
ns

it 
co

rr
id

or
s.

 B
lu

e 
In

dy
 w

as
 v

er
y 

op
en

 to
 tr

yi
ng

 to
 a

cc
om

m
od

at
e 

th
e 

tra
ns

it 
se

rv
ic

e 
in

 a
re

as
 th

at
 a

re
 p

ro
po

se
d 

fo
r d

ed
ic

at
ed

 tr
an

si
t l

an
es

. J
en

 a
gr

ee
d 

to
 s

en
d 

N
at

e 
a 

go
og

le
 m

ap
 o

f t
he

 li
ne

s 
an

d 
st

at
io

n 
in

te
rs

ec
tio

ns
 th

at
 a

re
 c

ur
re

nt
ly

 p
ro

po
se

d.
 D

is
cu

ss
io

ns
 w

ill
 b

e 
on

go
in

g.
12

/8
/2

01
4

C
hi

ld
re

n'
s 

M
us

eu
mA
nt

ho
ny

 B
rid

ge
m

an
R

ed
R

ep
re

se
nt

at
iv

es
 o

f t
he

 C
hi

ld
re

n'
s 

M
us

eu
m

 a
nd

 Iv
y 

Te
ch

 a
sk

ed
 fo

r m
or

e 
de

ta
il 

on
 a

 s
tu

dy
 th

at
 n

ot
es

 th
e 

be
ne

fit
s 

an
d 

dr
aw

ba
ck

s 
of

 tw
o-

w
ay

 tr
an

si
t o

n 
Ill

in
oi

s 
S

tre
et

, a
s 

w
el

l a
s 

no
rth

bo
un

d 
tra

ns
it 

on
 Il

lin
oi

s 
S

tre
et

 p
ai

re
d 

w
ith

 s
ou

th
bo

un
d 

tra
ns

it 
on

 M
er

id
ia

n 
S

tre
et

. A
 d

et
ai

le
d 

su
m

m
ar

y 
of

 th
e 

di
sc

us
si

on
 is

 in
 th

e 
no

te
s.

20
15

PUBLIC OUTREACH EFFORTS



D
at

e
O

ut
re

ac
h 

Ev
en

t
C

on
ta

ct
 N

am
e

Em
ai

l
Es

t. 
A

tte
nd

Tr
an

si
t L

in
e 

or
 

Pr
oj

ec
t

N
ot

es
1/

21
/2

01
5

E
as

ts
id

e 
S

ta
ke

ho
ld

er
s

To
m

 C
ro

uc
h

25
P

ur
pl

e
Je

n 
ga

ve
 a

 b
rie

f u
pd

at
e 

w
ith

in
 th

e 
co

nt
ex

t o
f t

he
 la

rg
er

 m
ee

tin
g.

 C
ou

nc
ill

or
 L

a 
K

ei
sh

a 
Ja

ck
so

n 
(D

is
tri

ct
 1

8)
 in

vi
te

d 
Je

nn
ife

r t
o 

at
te

nd
 a

n 
In

dy
G

o 
pu

bl
ic

 o
ut

re
ac

h 
m

ee
tin

g 
on

 F
eb

ru
ar

y 
19

th
 to

 d
is

cu
ss

 th
e 

P
ur

pl
e 

Li
ne

 fu
rth

er
.

1/
23

/2
01

5
C

hi
ld

re
n'

s 
M

us
eu

mA
nt

ho
ny

 B
rid

ge
m

an
R

ed
Ju

st
in

 p
re

se
nt

ed
 ju

st
ifi

ca
tio

n 
fo

r c
ho

os
in

g 
M

er
id

ia
n 

S
tre

et
 a

s 
th

e 
pr

ef
er

re
d 

co
rr

id
or

 fo
r t

w
o-

w
ay

 R
ed

 L
in

e 
tra

ns
it 

op
er

at
io

n.
 T

C
M

 a
nd

 IT
 a

pp
re

ci
at

ed
 th

e 
th

ou
gh

t a
nd

 d
et

ai
l a

nd
 a

re
 e

ag
er

 to
 w

or
k 

w
ith

 th
e 

te
am

 o
n 

po
ss

ib
ly

 c
us

to
m

iz
in

g 
th

ei
r s

ta
tio

n 
du

rin
g 

th
e 

de
si

gn
 ta

sk
s 

of
 2

01
5.

 A
 d

et
ai

le
d 

su
m

m
ar

y 
of

 th
e 

di
sc

us
si

on
 is

 in
 th

e 
no

te
s.

1/
23

/2
01

5
C

ity
 o

f W
es

tfi
el

d
K

en
 A

le
xa

nd
er

R
ed

W
e 

m
et

 to
 d

is
cu

ss
 th

e 
re

su
lts

 o
f t

he
 R

ed
 L

in
e 

co
nn

ec
tio

n 
st

ud
y.

 F
ro

m
 th

e 
st

ud
y,

 it
 s

ee
m

s 
fe

as
ib

le
 to

 e
xt

en
d 

th
e 

R
ed

 L
in

e 
to

 G
ra

nd
 P

ar
k.

 T
he

 e
nt

ire
 c

or
rid

or
 u

p 
to

 G
ra

nd
 P

ar
k 

w
ill

 b
e 

st
ud

ie
d 

du
rin

g 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
l a

na
ly

si
s 

an
d 

de
si

gn
 e

ng
in

ee
rin

g.
1/

28
/2

01
5

W
FY

I
Ji

ll 
S

he
rid

an
js

he
rid

an
@

w
fy

i.o
rg

P
ur

pl
e

Ji
ll 

in
te

rv
ie

w
ed

 J
en

 fo
r W

FY
I a

bo
ut

 th
e 

P
ur

pl
e 

Li
ne

 s
tu

dy
 a

nd
 fo

r a
n 

In
dy

 C
on

ne
ct

 u
pd

at
e.

 T
he

 s
eg

m
en

t a
ire

d 
on

 th
e 

ra
di

o 
in

 e
ar

ly
 F

eb
ru

ar
y 

20
15

.
2/

27
/2

01
5

B
al

l S
ta

te
 S

tu
de

nt
sP
ai

ge
M

on
on

3/
3/

20
15

D
on

 P
er

in
 (s

tu
de

nt
)

D
on

 P
er

in
dp

er
in

@
bu

tle
r.e

du
A

ll
D

on
 is

 a
 b

ut
le

r s
tu

de
nt

 in
 J

ou
rn

al
is

m
 w

ho
 re

qu
es

te
d 

a 
m

ee
tin

g 
to

 d
is

cu
ss

 In
dy

 C
on

ne
ct

.
3/

16
/2

01
5

C
ity

 o
f W

es
tfi

el
d

Je
nn

ife
r M

ill
er

R
ed

M
ee

tin
g 

no
te

s 
ar

e 
sa

ve
d.

3/
18

/2
01

5
C

ity
 o

f C
ar

m
el

M
ik

e 
H

ol
lig

hb
au

gh
R

ed
3/

23
/2

01
5

In
dy

 D
P

W
N

at
ha

n 
S

he
et

s
R

ed
4/

13
/2

01
6

B
lu

e 
In

dy
B

ob
 B

rig
gs

R
ed

5/
1/

20
15

Iv
y 

Te
ch

K
at

hl
ee

n 
Le

e,
 J

ul
ie

 K
irb

y
kl

ee
@

iv
yt

ec
h.

ed
u 

; k
rb

ro
ok

s@
iv

yt
ec

h.
ed

uR
ed

D
is

cu
ss

ed
 o

pt
io

ns
 fo

r s
ta

tio
n 

at
 e

ith
er

 F
al

l C
re

ek
 o

r a
 b

lo
ck

 n
or

th
, a

nd
 p

ot
en

tia
l r

es
ul

tin
g 

tra
ffi

c 
re

st
ric

te
d 

m
ov

em
en

ts
. I

vy
 T

ec
h 

re
ps

 a
gr

ee
d 

th
at

 F
al

l C
re

ek
 w

as
 b

et
te

r a
nd

 p
re

se
nt

s 
th

em
 a

n 
op

po
rtu

ni
ty

 to
 c

re
at

e 
an

 e
nt

ra
nc

e 
to

 th
e 

ca
m

pu
s.

5/
1/

20
15

B
lu

e 
In

dy
N

at
e 

C
oo

pe
r

na
te

@
en

er
gy

sy
st

em
sn

et
w

or
k.

co
m

R
ed

To
 d

is
cu

ss
 c

oo
rd

in
at

in
g 

ra
pi

d 
an

d 
ca

rs
ha

re
 s

ta
tio

ns
 o

n 
C

ol
le

ge
.

5/
11

/2
01

5
N

ea
r N

or
th

 D
ev

el
op

m
en

t C
or

po
ra

tio
n

N
ic

k 
S

tu
bb

s
ni

ck
@

ne
ar

no
rth

co
nn

ec
t.o

rg
R

ed
di

sc
us

se
d 

pr
es

en
ta

tio
n 

fo
r l

at
er

 in
 M

ay
 to

 b
us

in
es

s 
ow

ne
rs

 fo
ru

m
5/

15
/2

01
5

M
id

to
w

n
M

ic
ha

el
 M

cK
ill

ip
R

ed
di

sc
us

se
d 

R
ed

 L
in

e 
th

ro
ug

h 
m

id
to

w
n 

an
d 

fo
rth

co
m

in
g 

pu
bl

ic
 e

ng
ag

em
en

t
5/

18
/2

01
5

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f I
nd

ia
na

po
lis

D
r. 

D
av

id
 W

an
tz

R
ed

di
sc

us
se

d 
pl

ac
em

en
t o

f a
nd

 n
ee

ds
 fo

r p
ot

en
tia

l t
er

m
in

us
 a

t U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f I
nd

ia
na

po
lis

5/
26

/2
01

5
N

ea
r N

or
th

 D
C

 B
us

in
es

s 
Fo

ru
m

M
ic

ha
el

 O
sb

or
n

R
ed

G
av

e 
ov

er
vi

ew
 p

re
se

nt
at

io
n

5/
26

/2
01

5
H

C
TF

 F
in

an
ce

 M
ee

tin
g

C
in

dy
 B

en
ed

ic
t

cb
en

ed
ic

t@
no

bl
es

vi
lle

.in
.u

s
O

th
er

Fi
na

nc
ia

l m
od

el
 a

nd
 g

ov
er

na
nc

e 
w

al
k 

th
ro

ug
h.

 W
ill

 s
en

d 
th

is
 g

ro
up

 th
e 

fin
an

ci
al

 m
od

el
 a

fte
r J

us
tin

 m
ak

es
 e

di
ts

. N
ee

d 
to

 fo
llo

w
 u

p 
w

ith
 fi

na
nc

ia
l p

eo
pl

e 
to

 v
er

ify
 m

od
el

.
5/

27
/2

01
5

D
M

D
 - 

C
ur

re
nt

 P
la

nn
in

g
M

au
ry

 P
la

m
be

ck
M

au
ry

.P
la

m
be

ck
@

in
dy

.g
ov

TO
D

O
ve

rv
ie

w
 p

re
se

nt
at

io
n,

 R
ed

 L
in

e 
ke

y 
po

in
ts

, T
O

D
 S

tra
te

gi
c 

P
la

n.
.. 

th
ey

 a
sk

ed
 th

at
 w

e 
do

n'
t c

om
m

en
t o

n 
pe

tit
io

ns
 u

nt
il 

In
dy

 R
ez

on
e 

pa
ss

es
 (n

ex
t m

on
th

?)
, a

nd
 re

co
m

m
en

de
d 

lo
ok

in
g 

at
 re

zo
ni

ng
 m

or
ito

riu
m

 o
n 

th
e 

R
ed

 L
in

e
5/

29
/2

01
5

M
id

to
w

n 
P

ub
lic

 P
ol

ic
y 

C
om

m
itt

ee
M

ic
ha

el
 M

cK
ill

ip
R

ed
P

re
se

nt
at

io
n

5/
29

/2
01

5
U

pd
at

e 
In

di
an

ap
ol

is
 s

ta
ke

ho
ld

er
s

S
he

rr
y

R
ed

6/
2/

20
15

IU
 H

ea
lth

 / 
M

et
ho

di
st

 H
os

p
A

la
n 

H
ol

le
y

ah
ol

le
y@

IU
H

ea
lth

.o
rg

R
ed

D
is

cu
ss

io
n.

 M
ee

tin
g 

su
m

m
ar

y 
in

 b
as

ec
am

p.
6/

4/
20

15
M

id
to

w
n 

M
om

en
tu

m
 L

un
ch

eo
n

A
ll

at
te

nd
an

ce
6/

10
/2

01
5

Fr
ie

nd
s 

of
 C

ap
ito

l A
ve

B
ria

n 
S

ul
liv

an
B

su
lli

va
n@

sh
ie

ls
ex

to
n.

co
m

R
ed

pr
es

en
ta

tio
n

6/
11

/2
01

5
A

fri
ca

n 
A

m
er

ic
an

 C
oa

lit
io

n
To

ny
 M

as
on

tm
as

on
@

in
dp

ls
ul

.o
rg

R
ed

, C
O

A
, O

th
er

6/
15

/2
01

5
M

id
to

w
n 

- M
K

N
A

/B
R

V
A

M
ic

ha
el

 M
cK

ill
ip

R
ed

6/
22

/2
01

5
B

R
V

A
B

oo
ke

 K
le

jn
ot

R
ed

6/
24

/2
01

5
M

id
to

w
n 

/ G
re

at
 P

la
ce

s
M

ic
ha

el
 M

cK
ill

ip
R

ed
6/

30
/2

01
5

D
um

p 
th

e 
P

um
p 

D
ay

7/
8/

20
15

M
on

um
en

t C
irc

le
 S

ta
ke

ho
ld

er
s

S
he

rr
y 

S
ie

w
er

t
R

ed
7/

9/
20

15
U

rb
an

 L
ea

gu
e

R
ed

7/
10

/2
01

5
D

ow
nt

ow
n/

N
ea

r N
or

th
S

he
rr

y 
S

ie
w

er
t

R
ed

7/
10

/2
01

5
C

ity
 o

f I
nd

ia
na

po
lis

, D
M

D
A

da
m

 T
hi

es
R

ed
U

pd
at

ed
 C

ity
 s

ta
ff 

on
 tr

an
si

t p
la

nn
in

g 
ac

tiv
iti

es
.

7/
13

/2
01

5
H

am
ilt

on
 C

ou
nt

y 
M

ay
or

s 
&

 C
om

m
is

si
on

er
s

C
in

dy
 B

en
ed

ic
t

H
C

TF
U

pd
at

ed
 th

em
 o

n 
th

e 
H

C
TF

 g
ov

er
na

nc
e 

re
co

m
m

en
da

tio
ns

, R
ed

 L
in

e 
tim

in
g

7/
14

/2
01

5
S

ou
th

 S
id

e 
S

ta
ke

ho
ld

er
s

Ji
m

 W
al

ke
r?

R
ed

7/
15

/2
01

5
In

dy
 M

et
ro

po
lit

an
 D

ev
el

op
m

en
t C

om
m

is
si

on
M

P
O

R
ed

7/
16

/2
01

5
H

am
ilt

on
 C

ou
nt

y 
Tr

an
si

t F
or

um
C

in
dy

 B
en

ed
ic

t
In

dy
 C

on
ne

ct
U

pd
at

e 
on

 tr
an

si
t p

la
nn

in
g 

ac
tiv

iti
es

, H
C

TF
 d

ra
ft

7/
16

/2
01

5
U

 In
dy

D
r. 

W
an

tz
R

ed
7/

17
/2

01
5

Tr
an

si
t A

dv
oc

at
esK

im
 Ir

w
in

R
ed

Th
ey

 a
sk

ed
 fo

r a
n 

up
da

te
 o

n 
tra

ns
it 

pl
an

ni
ng

 a
ct

iv
iti

es
.

7/
21

/2
01

5
B

R
V

A
B

ro
ok

e 
K

le
jn

ot
R

ed
7/

22
/2

01
5

M
on

um
en

t C
irc

le
 S

ta
ke

ho
ld

er
s 

(fo
llo

w
-u

p)
S

he
rr

y 
S

ie
w

er
t

R
ed

Ju
st

in
 p

re
se

nt
ed

 th
e 

al
te

rn
at

iv
e 

si
gn

al
 tr

ea
tm

en
t o

n 
W

as
hi

ng
to

n 
to

 p
re

se
rv

e 
rig

ht
 tu

rn
 o

nt
o 

M
er

id
ia

n,
 a

nd
 th

ey
 w

er
e 

ok
 w

ith
 it

.
7/

23
/2

01
5

U
LI

 B
re

ak
fa

st
 S

er
ie

s
Je

nn
ife

r M
ill

ik
en

R
ed

Tr
an

si
t w

as
 a

 m
aj

or
 c

om
po

ne
nt

 in
 A

da
m

's
 fi

na
l "

S
ta

te
 o

f t
he

 C
ity

" p
re

se
nt

at
io

n 
to

 U
LI

7/
27

/2
01

5
R

ea
lto

rs
C

hr
is

 P
ry

or
R

ed
8/

3/
20

15
C

IC
F

B
ria

n 
P

ay
ne

R
ed

C
oo

rd
in

at
io

n 
of

 S
he

lb
y 

S
t p

ro
te

ct
ed

 b
ik

e 
la

ne
 a

nd
 R

ed
 L

in
e

8/
3/

20
15

B
ee

ch
 G

ro
ve

 C
ity

 C
ou

nc
il

M
ay

or
 B

uc
kl

ey
R

ed
W

el
l r

ec
ei

ve
d.

 A
ns

w
er

ed
 q

ue
st

io
ns

 a
bo

ut
 ti

m
el

in
e 

an
d 

B
R

T.
8/

5/
20

15
In

dy
 M

et
ro

po
lit

an
 D

ev
el

op
m

en
t C

om
m

is
si

on
B

ra
d 

B
ea

ub
ie

n
R

ed
Te

ed
 u

p 
R

ed
 L

in
e 

TI
F 

di
sc

us
si

on
8/

6/
20

15
W

es
tfi

el
d

M
at

t S
ke

lto
n

8/
6/

20
15

C
ar

m
el

M
ik

e 
H

ol
lib

au
gh

8/
6/

20
15

U
LI

 P
re

se
nt

at
io

n
B

ra
d 

B
ea

ub
ie

n 
/ J

en
ni

fe
r M

Ill
ik

en
R

ed
P

re
se

nt
at

io
n 

on
 D

en
ve

r's
 T

O
D

 p
ro

gr
am

, I
nd

y'
s 

pl
an

s 
ar

ou
nd

 th
e 

R
ed

 L
in

e
8/

7/
20

15
A

pp
ra

is
er

s
E

ric
k 

La
nd

ee
n

ep
l@

in
.e

rz
o.

co
m

R
ed

8/
25

/2
01

5
C

IR
TA

 B
oa

rd
R

ed
 L

in
e

Ju
st

in
 g

av
e 

an
 u

pd
at

e 
on

 th
e 

R
ed

 L
in

e
8/

25
/2

01
5

IE
D

C
R

ed
 L

in
e

B
us

 to
ur

 o
f R

ed
 L

in
e 

w
ith

 IE
D

C
 d

el
eg

at
io

n 
an

d 
so

m
e 

lo
ca

l l
ea

de
rs

hi
p.

9/
1/

20
15

M
ilh

au
s

R
ed

 L
in

e
S

ea
n 

m
et

 w
ith

 D
av

e 
Le

az
en

by
 to

 ta
lk

 a
bo

ut
 T

O
D

 S
tra

te
gi

c 
pl

an
 a

nd
 la

nd
 u

se
 p

ro
ce

ss
 a

ro
un

d 
R

ed
 L

in
e.

9/
2/

20
15

M
er

id
ia

n 
K

es
sl

er
R

ed
 L

in
e

P
ub

lic
 m

ee
tin

g 
fo

cu
se

d 
on

 T
he

 L
in

k 
de

ve
lo

m
en

t p
ro

po
sa

l a
t C

ol
le

ge
 a

nd
 K

es
sl

er
. M

ai
n 

fo
cu

s 
w

as
n'

t t
he

 R
ed

 L
in

e,
 b

ut
 J

us
tin

 d
id

 s
pe

ak
. F

ew
 re

si
de

nt
s 

sp
ok

e 
ab

ou
t R

ed
 L

in
e,

 th
os

e 
w

ho
 d

id
 w

er
e 

sp
lit

 b
et

w
ee

n 
su

pp
or

t a
nd

 o
pp

os
e.

 J
us

tin
 a

tte
nd

ed
.

9/
4/

20
15

FH
W

A
A

nn
a 

an
d 

S
ea

n 
up

da
te

d 
R

ic
k 

M
ar

qu
ee

 o
n 

pr
og

re
ss

.
9/

8/
20

15
M

er
id

ia
n 

K
es

sl
er

M
ee

tin
g 

be
tw

ee
n 

M
id

to
w

n 
an

d 
M

K
N

A
 le

ad
er

sh
ip

 a
nd

 n
ei

gh
bo

rs
 u

ps
et

 a
bo

ut
 T

he
 L

in
k.

 T
op

ic
s 

w
er

e 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t p
ro

ce
ss

, n
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

d 
pl

an
ni

ng
 p

ro
ce

ss
, a

nd
 T

IF
. R

ed
 L

in
e 

w
as

 m
en

tio
ne

d 
an

d 
so

m
e 

qu
es

tio
ns

 w
er

e 
as

ke
d,

 b
ut

 it
 a

ga
in

 w
as

n'
t t

he
 fo

cu
s.

 S
ea

n 
at

te
nd

ed
.

9/
10

/2
01

5
G

re
at

er
 S

ou
th

si
de

 B
us

in
es

s 
A

lli
an

ce
R

ed
 L

in
e

S
ea

n,
 L

an
ce

, a
nd

 J
us

tin
 m

et
 w

ith
 th

ei
r l

an
d 

us
e 

co
m

m
itt

ee
. T

he
y'

re
 th

e 
gr

ou
p 

th
at

 w
ill

 b
e 

R
ed

 L
in

e 
S

ou
th

 s
ta

ke
ho

ld
er

s.
 V

er
y 

in
te

re
st

ed
 in

 s
ta

yi
ng

 e
ng

ag
ed

 in
 th

e 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
l p

ro
ce

ss
. C

on
ne

ct
ed

 th
em

 w
ith

 R
ic

k 
ab

ou
tth

e 
to

w
ns

hi
p 

op
tio

n 
(th

e 
ea

si
es

t w
ay

 fo
r t

he
m

 to
 g

et
 s

er
vi

ce
 is

 fo
r G

re
en

w
oo

d 
to

 c
om

e 
in

 to
o)

.
9/

14
/2

01
5

H
C

 M
ay

or
s 

an
d 

C
om

m
is

si
on

er
s

Fa
dn

es
s,

 D
its

le
ar

, A
ltm

an
, H

ai
rb

ra
nd

t, 
an

d 
D

ill
en

ge
r a

t N
ob

le
sv

ill
e 

C
ity

 H
al

l. 
U

pd
at

ed
 th

em
 o

n 
20

16
 le

gi
sl

at
iv

e 
ac

tiv
iti

es
 a

nd
 p

la
nn

in
g 

ef
fo

rts
. M

or
e 

fo
llo

w
-u

p 
ne

ed
ed

.
9/

14
/2

01
5

IU
P

U
I

R
ed

 L
in

e
S

ea
n 

an
d 

Ju
st

in
 m

et
 w

ith
 A

da
m

 T
hi

es
 to

 ta
lk

 a
bo

ut
 R

ed
 L

in
e 

co
nn

ec
tio

ns
 to

 IU
P

U
I.

9/
15

/2
01

5
M

er
id

ia
n 

K
es

sl
er

R
ed

 L
in

e
Fo

rm
at

 w
as

 o
pe

n 
ho

us
e,

 m
an

y 
In

dy
G

o,
 M

P
O

, C
V

R
 s

ta
ff 

in
 a

tte
nd

en
ce

, v
er

y 
go

od
 tu

rn
ou

t. 
M

os
t i

n 
fa

vo
r o

f R
ed

 L
in

e 
bu

t c
on

ce
rn

ed
 a

bo
ut

 tr
af

fic
 o

n 
si

de
 s

tre
et

s.
 S

om
e 

ve
ry

 n
eg

at
iv

e 
on

 th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t a

s 
a 

w
ho

le
.

10
/1

/2
01

5
O

ne
Zo

ne
 B

oa
rd

D
an

 C
an

an
U

pd
at

e 
on

 In
dy

 C
on

ne
ct

 in
 g

en
er

al
, c

ha
ng

es
 to

 to
w

ns
hi

p 
op

tio
ns

, t
ha

t t
he

y 
m

ig
ht

 b
e 

as
ke

d 
to

 s
up

po
rt 

re
fe

re
nd

um
, t

he
n 

an
sw

er
ed

 q
ue

st
io

ns
. N

o 
fo

llo
w

-u
p 

ite
m

s,
 ju

st
 g

o 
to

 th
em

 a
ga

in
 w

he
n 

w
e 

kn
ow

 m
or

e.
10

/1
/2

01
5

P
et

e 
Y

os
t

M
ik

e 
H

ol
lib

au
gh

H
e 

ha
s 

a 
go

od
 re

la
tio

ns
hi

p 
w

ith
 R

on
 C

on
no

r, 
w

ho
 e

nc
ou

ra
ge

d 
us

 to
 m

ee
t w

ith
 h

im
.

11
/1

8/
20

15
Fa

ll 
C

re
ek

 P
la

ce
 H

O
A

C
hr

is
 C

or
r

20
Ju

st
in

 ta
lk

s 
ab

ou
t M

er
id

ia
n 

S
t. 

C
or

rid
or

11
/1

9/
20

15
Fl

an
ne

r H
ou

se
 - 

Q
O

L 
Te

am
La

S
ha

w
nd

a 
S

to
rml

cr
ow

es
to

rm
@

fla
nn

er
ho

us
e.

co
m

60
R

ed
 L

in
e

B
ry

an
 g

av
e 

an
 u

pd
at

e 
on

 th
e 

R
ed

 L
in

e,
 a

tte
nd

ee
s 

ha
d 

ba
si

c 
qu

es
tio

ns
 a

bo
ut

 w
he

n 
it 

w
ill

 ru
n,

 h
ow

 it
 is

 fu
nd

in
g,

 a
nd

 h
ow

 m
uc

h 
pa

rk
in

g 
w

ill
 b

e 
lo

st
. T

he
re

 w
er

e 
al

so
 q

ue
st

io
ns

 a
bo

ut
 m

in
or

ity
 c

on
tra

ct
or

s 
an

d 
if 

th
ey

 w
ill

 b
e 

us
ed

. 
11

/2
3/

20
15

IB
J 

E
di

to
ria

l B
oa

rd
8

In
 a

tte
nd

an
ce

: L
es

le
y 

W
ed

en
be

ne
r, 

H
ay

le
ig

h 
C

ol
om

bo
, G

re
g 

A
nd

re
w

s,
 G

re
g 

M
or

ris
, B

ry
an

, J
us

tin
11

/3
0/

20
15

R
ed

 L
in

e 
an

d 
B

ik
e 

P
la

n 
m

ee
tin

g 
w

ith
 C

ou
nc

ilo
r H

un
te

r
B

en
 H

un
te

r
bd

hu
nt

er
@

bu
tle

r.e
du

R
ed

 L
in

e
A

t B
ut

le
r, 

a 
m

ee
tin

g 
w

ith
 C

ou
nc

ilo
r H

un
te

r o
n 

R
ed

 L
in

e 
an

d 
B

ik
es

. J
us

tin
 a

nd
 B

ry
an

 s
po

ke
 a

bo
ut

 th
e 

R
ed

 L
in

e
12

/1
/2

01
5

B
iz

 F
or

um
 #

1 
: 5

4t
h 

an
d 

C
ol

le
ge

 (a
t M

oe
 +

 J
oh

nn
y'

s)
10

R
ed

 L
in

e
R

ed
 L

in
e 

pr
es

en
ta

tio
n 

to
 b

us
in

es
s 

ow
ne

rs
 in

 5
4t

h 
an

d 
C

ol
le

ge
 a

re
a

12
/2

/2
01

5
E

as
te

r S
ea

ls
: R

ed
 L

in
e 

P
ub

lic
 O

ut
re

ac
h

R
ed

 L
in

e
S

ar
a 

C
ro

ft 
th

ei
r M

ed
ia

 R
el

at
io

ns
 a

nd
 M

ar
ke

tin
g 

M
an

ag
er

 a
nd

 S
co

tt 
Fo

go
, t

he
 V

P
 o

f C
lin

ic
al

 S
er

vi
ce

s 
in

 a
tte

nd
an

ce
. B

ry
an

 p
re

se
nt

ed
 o

n 
R

ed
 L

in
e 

st
at

us
12

/2
/2

01
5

U
ni

te
d 

N
or

th
ea

st
 C

om
m

un
ity

 D
ev

el
op

m
en

t C
or

po
ra

tio
n

A
m

an
du

la
 A

nd
er

so
n

aa
nd

er
so

n@
un

ec
dc

d.
or

g13
R

ed
 L

in
e

In
dy

G
o 

st
af

f p
re

se
nt

ed
 d

et
ai

le
d 

up
da

te
 o

n 
R

ed
 L

in
e

12
/7

/2
01

5
C

ou
nc

ilo
r O

si
li

R
ed

 L
in

e
U

pd
at

e 
C

ou
nc

ilo
r O

si
li 

on
 tr

an
si

t p
la

nn
in

g 
(R

ed
 L

in
e 

an
d 

In
dy

G
o 

Fo
rw

ar
d)

. A
rr

an
ge

d 
by

 C
as

si
e 

S
to

ck
ca

m
p.

12
/8

/2
01

5
B

iz
 F

or
um

 #
2:

 5
2n

d 
an

d 
C

ol
le

ge
 (a

t D
el

ic
ia

)
12

R
ed

 L
in

e
R

ed
 L

in
e 

pr
es

en
ta

tio
n 

to
 b

us
in

es
s 

ow
ne

rs
 in

 5
2n

d 
an

d 
C

ol
le

ge
 a

re
a

12
/9

/2
01

5
G

re
en

w
oo

d 
R

ed
 L

in
e 

S
ta

ke
ho

ld
er

12
R

ed
 L

in
e

In
dy

G
o 

st
af

f p
re

se
nt

ed
 to

 G
re

en
w

oo
d 

st
ak

eh
ol

de
rs

 a
nd

 b
us

in
es

s 
le

ad
er

s,
 m

em
be

rs
 o

f R
ed

ev
el

op
m

en
t C

om
m

is
si

on
 a

nd
 C

ha
m

be
r a

bo
ut

 th
e 

R
ed

 L
in

e 
pr

oc
es

s 
an

d 
be

ga
n 

dr
af

t s
ta

tio
n 

pl
ac

em
en

t a
nd

 a
lig

nm
en

t i
np

ut
 c

on
ve

rs
at

io
ns

12
/1

0/
20

15
S

ou
th

er
n 

M
ar

io
n 

C
ou

nt
y 

S
ta

ke
ho

ld
er

s:
 S

ou
th

si
de

 B
us

in
es

s 
In

iti
at

iv
e

W
e 

ha
ve

 in
vi

te
d 

no
t o

nl
y 

U
In

dy
, b

ut
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 H
ei

gh
ts

 R
ep

, H
om

ec
ro

ft,
 C

ity
 o

f S
ou

th
po

rt 
as

 w
el

l a
s 

ou
r M

ad
is

on
 A

ve
 R

ed
ev

el
op

m
en

t C
om

m
itt

ee
 (M

A
R

C
) t

o 
pa

rti
ci

pa
te

.
12

/1
0/

20
15

In
dy

 S
ta

r E
di

to
ria

l B
oa

rd
7

Th
ey

 a
pp

re
ci

at
ed

 o
ur

 a
tte

nd
an

ce
 a

nd
 h

ad
 q

ue
st

io
ns

 a
bo

ut
 th

e 
ef

fe
ct

 to
 c

om
m

ut
er

s 
bu

t o
ve

ra
ll 

ga
ve

 th
e 

im
pr

es
si

on
 th

at
 th

ey
 w

er
e 

su
pp

or
tiv

e 
12

/1
0/

20
15

N
N

D
C

 B
oa

rd
 M

ee
tin

g
30

G
av

e 
a 

qu
ic

k 
pr

es
en

ta
tio

n 
th

at
 w

as
 w

el
l r

ec
ei

ve
d,

 th
er

e 
w

er
en

't 
m

an
y 

qu
es

tio
ns

12
/1

1/
20

15
W

es
tfi

el
d 

R
ed

 L
in

e 
S

ta
ke

ho
ld

er
 M

ee
tin

g
R

ed
 L

in
e

R
ed

 L
in

e 
ou

tre
ac

h 
in

 H
am

ilt
on

 C
ou

nt
y:

 W
es

tfi
el

d
12

/1
2/

20
15

C
on

ce
rn

ed
 C

le
rg

y
28

Th
er

e 
w

as
 c

on
ce

rn
a 

bo
ut

 m
in

or
ity

 h
iri

ng
 o

n 
jo

bs
ite

s.
 T

he
y 

ha
ve

 a
sk

ed
 th

at
 In

dy
G

o 
co

m
e 

ba
ck

 w
ith

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

ab
ou

t h
iri

ng
. 

12
/1

5/
20

15
C

ar
m

el
 R

ed
 L

in
e 

S
ta

ke
ho

ld
er

 M
ee

tin
g

R
ed

 L
in

e
R

ed
 L

in
e 

ou
tre

ac
h 

in
 H

am
ilt

on
 C

ou
nt

y:
 C

ar
m

el

12
/1

6/
20

15
C

ou
nc

ilo
r C

ol
le

en
 F

an
ni

ng
R

ed
 L

in
e

M
ee

tin
g 

to
 s

ha
re

 m
or

e 
de

ta
ile

d 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
on

 In
dy

G
o 

an
d 

sp
ec

ifi
ca

lly
 th

e 
pr

op
os

ed
 R

ed
 L

in
e 

B
us

 R
ap

id
 T

ra
ns

it
pr

oj
ec

t. 
 M

ik
e 

Te
rr

y,
 J

us
tin

 S
tu

eh
re

nb
er

g 
an

d 
B

ry
an

 L
ue

lle
n

20
16

1/
7/

20
16

N
A

A
C

P
 M

ee
tin

g
15

R
ed

 L
in

e
R

ed
 L

in
e 

+ 
In

dy
 C

on
ne

ct
 p

la
n 

pr
es

en
ta

tio
n

1/
8/

20
16

In
di

an
ap

ol
is

 R
ec

or
de

r E
di

to
ria

l B
oa

rd
R

ed
 L

in
e

R
ed

 L
in

e 
+ 

In
dy

 C
on

ne
ct

 p
la

n 
pr

es
en

ta
tio

n
1/

11
/2

01
6

Fo
re

st
 H

ill
s

70
R

ed
 L

in
e

P
re

se
nt

at
io

n 
re

: I
nd

yG
o 

Fo
rw

ar
d 

+ 
In

dy
 C

on
ne

ct
 s

tra
te

gy
 a

nd
 p

la
n,

 ti
m

el
in

e 
w

ith
 R

ed
 L

in
e,

 o
ve

ra
ll 

ob
je

ct
iv

es
. F

oc
us

 o
n 

R
ed

 L
in

e 
al

on
g 

C
ol

le
ge

 C
oo

rid
or

.
1/

12
/2

01
6

R
ile

y 
A

re
a 

C
D

C
 

15
R

ed
 L

in
e

R
ed

 L
in

e 
+ 

In
dy

 C
on

ne
ct

 p
la

n 
pr

es
en

ta
tio

n
1/

9/
20

16
10

0 
B

la
ck

 M
en

R
ed

 L
in

e
P

re
se

nt
at

io
n 

re
: I

nd
yG

o 
Fo

rw
ar

d 
+ 

In
dy

 C
on

ne
ct

 s
tra

te
gy

 a
nd

 p
la

n,
 ti

m
el

in
e 

w
ith

 R
ed

 L
in

e,
 o

ve
ra

ll 
ob

je
ct

iv
es

 a
nd

 n
ee

d 
fo

r t
ra

ns
it 

in
ve

st
m

en
t

1/
19

/2
01

6
G

re
en

w
oo

d 
P

ar
k 

M
al

l L
ea

de
rs

hi
p

6
R

ed
 L

in
e

Le
ad

er
sh

ip
 g

ro
up

 to
 d

is
cu

ss
 d

et
ai

le
d 

R
ed

 L
in

e 
ro

ut
e 

an
d 

In
dy

 C
on

ne
ct

 o
ve

ra
ll 

st
ra

te
gy

2/
1/

20
16

W
ill

ia
m

s 
C

re
ek

 T
ow

n 
C

ou
nc

il
 

2/
3/

20
16

M
id

 N
or

th
 S

he
ph

ar
d'

s 
C

en
te

r
2/

5/
20

16
M

C
TP

 O
pe

n 
H

ou
se

 @
 C

en
tra

l L
ib

ra
ry

40
M

C
TP

M
C

TP
 P

re
se

nt
at

io
n/

 R
ed

 L
in

e 
U

pd
at

e
2/

10
/2

01
6

In
dy

 H
ub

 ::
 D

in
ne

r S
er

ie
s:

 Ir
vi

ng
to

n
20

D
is

cu
ss

ed
 th

e 
M

C
TP

 a
nd

 g
at

he
re

d 
fe

ed
ba

ck
 o

n 
w

hy
 p

eo
pl

e 
th

in
k 

tra
ns

it 
is

 im
po

rta
nt

2/
11

/2
01

6
Tr

an
si

t D
ay

 a
t t

he
 S

ta
te

ho
us

e
A

dd
is

on
 P

ol
lo

ck
B

oo
th

 in
 th

e 
lo

bb
y,

 p
re

se
nt

at
io

n 
oc

cu
rr

ed
 m

id
-w

ay
 th

ro
ug

h 
th

e 
ev

en
t, 

w
ra

pp
ed

 u
p 

ar
ou

nd
 n

oo
n.

2/
13

/2
01

6
M

C
TP

 O
pe

n 
H

ou
se

 @
 H

au
gh

vi
lle

 L
ib

ra
ry

30
M

C
TP

M
C

TP
 P

re
se

nt
at

io
n/

 R
ed

 L
in

e 
U

pd
at

e
2/

15
/2

01
6

M
C

TP
 O

pe
n 

H
ou

se
 @

 C
A

FE
M

C
TP

M
C

TP
 P

re
se

nt
at

io
n/

 R
ed

 L
in

e 
U

pd
at

e
2/

15
/2

01
6

To
w

n 
H

al
l M

ee
tin

g 
@

 W
ay

ne
 T

on
w

ns
hi

p 
Li

br
ar

y
2/

16
/2

01
6

G
ar

fie
ld

 P
ar

k 
N

ei
gh

bo
rh

oo
d 

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

M
ee

tin
g

2/
22

/2
01

6
M

ic
hi

ga
n 

R
d.

/ R
iv

ie
ra

 N
A

 M
ee

tin
g

15
M

C
TP

M
C

TP
 P

re
se

nt
at

io
n/

 R
ed

 L
in

e 
U

pd
at

e
2/

23
/2

01
6

Fo
un

ta
in

 S
qu

ar
e 

M
er

ch
an

t's
 A

ss
oc

. R
ed

 L
in

e 
P

re
se

nt
at

io
n4

0
R

ed
 L

in
e

Q
ui

ck
 U

pd
at

e 
on

 th
e 

R
ed

 L
in

e 
in

 F
ou

nt
ai

n 
S

qu
re

2/
26

/2
01

6
M

A
R

IO
N

 C
O

U
N

TY
 T

R
A

N
S

IT
 P

LA
N

, P
U

B
LI

C
 E

D
U

C
A

TI
O

N
 A

D
V

IS
O

R
Y

 G
R

O
U

P
50

M
C

TP
M

C
TP

 P
re

se
nt

at
io

n/
 R

ed
 L

in
e 

U
pd

at
e/

E
du

ca
tio

n 
P

la
n 

fo
r M

C
TP

 a
nd

 In
dy

C
on

ne
ct

2/
27

/2
01

6
M

C
TP

 O
pe

n 
H

ou
se

 @
 C

en
tra

l L
ib

ra
ry

85
M

C
TP

M
C

TP
 P

re
se

nt
at

io
n/

R
ed

 L
in

e 
U

pd
at

e



D
at

e
O

ut
re

ac
h 

Ev
en

t
C

on
ta

ct
 N

am
e

Em
ai

l
Es

t. 
A

tte
nd

Tr
an

si
t L

in
e 

or
 

Pr
oj

ec
t

N
ot

es
2/

27
/2

01
6

S
ou

th
si

de
 E

nv
is

io
ng

 S
um

m
it

15
0

R
ed

 L
in

e
P

ar
tic

ip
at

ed
 in

 d
is

cu
ss

io
ns

 a
bo

ut
 h

ow
 th

e 
R

ed
 L

in
e 

w
ill

 e
ffe

ct
 th

e 
S

he
lb

y 
S

tre
et

 C
or

rid
or

3/
2/

20
16

D
ow

to
w

n 
Y

M
C

A
 T

op
 1

0 
C

oa
lit

io
n 

M
C

TP
 P

re
se

nt
at

io
n

40
M

C
TP

M
C

TP
 P

re
se

nt
at

io
n/

R
ed

 L
in

e 
U

pd
at

e
3/

8/
20

16
C

ar
ra

ig
e 

H
ou

se
 A

pa
rtm

en
ts

5
M

C
TP

M
C

TP
 P

re
se

nt
at

io
n/

R
ed

 L
in

e 
U

pd
at

e
3/

9/
20

16
In

dy
 H

ub
 ::

 D
in

ne
r S

er
ie

s 
N

or
a

20
M

C
TP

D
is

cu
ss

ed
 th

e 
M

C
TP

 a
nd

 g
at

he
re

d 
fe

ed
ba

ck
 o

n 
w

hy
 p

eo
pl

e 
th

in
k 

tra
ns

it 
is

 im
po

rta
nt

3/
9/

20
16

E
le

ct
ric

 L
ea

ge
 o

f I
nd

ia
na

 E
xp

o 
P

an
el

18
O

ve
rv

ie
w

 o
f t

ra
ns

it 
&

 q
ue

st
io

ns
3/

9/
20

16
IM

P
D

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C

on
ve

rs
at

io
n

50
M

C
TP

, R
ed

 L
in

e
Ta

bl
ed

 a
t e

ve
nt

 a
nd

 a
ns

w
er

ed
 q

ue
st

io
ns

 c
on

ce
rn

in
g 

th
e 

D
TC

, M
C

TP
 a

nd
 R

ed
 L

in
e

3/
10

/2
01

6
C

on
ne

xi
on

 E
ve

nt
 h

os
te

d 
by

 In
dy

 C
ha

m
be

r
15

0
M

C
TP

, R
ed

 L
in

e
Ta

bl
ed

 a
t e

ve
nt

 a
nd

 a
ns

w
er

ed
 q

ue
st

io
ns

 c
on

ce
rn

in
g 

th
e 

D
TC

, M
C

TP
 a

nd
 R

ed
 L

in
e

3/
10

/2
01

6
W

ar
fle

ig
h 

A
nn

ua
l M

ee
tin

g
80

M
C

TP
M

C
TP

 P
re

se
nt

at
io

n/
R

ed
 L

in
e 

U
pd

at
e

3/
14

/2
01

6
M

C
TP

 O
pe

n 
H

ou
se

 @
 N

or
a

30
M

C
TP

M
C

TP
 P

re
se

nt
at

io
n/

R
ed

 L
in

e 
U

pd
at

e
3/

16
/2

01
6

te
ch

 +
 fa

sh
io

n 
+ 

tra
ns

it 
+ 

ur
ba

n
60

P
an

el
 d

is
cu

ss
io

n 
ab

ou
t t

he
 ro

le
 tr

an
si

t w
ill

 p
la

y 
in

 th
e 

fu
tu

re
 o

f I
nd

ia
na

po
lis

3/
17

/2
01

6
N

ex
t S

to
p 

O
pp

or
tu

ni
ty

65
P

an
el

 d
is

cu
ss

io
n 

ab
ou

t t
he

 ro
le

 tr
an

si
t w

ill
 p

la
y 

in
 th

e 
fu

tu
re

 o
f I

nd
ia

na
po

lis
, s

pe
ci

fic
al

ly
 c

on
ce

rn
in

g 
lo

w
 in

co
m

e 
po

pu
la

tio
ns

3/
21

/2
01

6
M

C
TP

 O
pe

n 
H

ou
se

 @
 C

ity
 o

f L
aw

re
nc

e
8

M
C

TP
M

C
TP

 P
re

se
nt

at
io

n/
R

ed
 L

in
e 

U
pd

at
e

3/
23

/2
01

6
M

C
TP

 O
pe

n 
H

ou
se

 @
 S

pe
ed

w
ay

14
M

C
TP

M
C

TP
 P

re
se

nt
at

io
n/

R
ed

 L
in

e 
U

pd
at

e
3/

24
/2

01
6

S
ta

te
 o

f D
ow

nt
ow

n 
w

/D
ow

nt
ow

n 
In

dy
10

0
M

C
TP

, R
ed

 L
in

e
Ta

bl
ed

 a
t e

ve
nt

 a
nd

 a
ns

w
er

ed
 q

ue
st

io
ns

 c
on

ce
rn

in
g 

th
e 

D
TC

, M
C

TP
 a

nd
 R

ed
 L

in
e

3/
24

/2
01

6
C

A
FÉ

 T
ow

n 
H

al
l

40
M

C
TP

, R
ed

 L
in

e
Ta

bl
ed

 a
t e

ve
nt

 a
nd

 a
ns

w
er

ed
 q

ue
st

io
ns

 c
on

ce
rn

in
g 

th
e 

D
TC

, M
C

TP
 a

nd
 R

ed
 L

in
e

3/
30

/2
01

6
M

C
TP

 O
pe

n 
H

ou
se

 @
 E

. 3
8t

h 
S

t.
11

M
C

TP
, R

ed
 L

in
e

M
C

TP
 P

re
se

nt
at

io
n/

R
ed

 L
in

e 
U

pd
at

e
3/

31
/2

01
6

M
C

TP
 O

pe
n 

H
ou

se
 @

 In
di

an
ap

ol
is

 U
rb

an
 L

ea
gu

e
60

M
C

TP
, R

ed
 L

in
e

M
C

TP
 P

re
se

nt
at

io
n/

R
ed

 L
in

e 
U

pd
at

e
4/

4/
20

16
M

et
ro

po
lit

an
 &

 E
co

no
m

ic
 D

ev
el

op
m

en
t C

om
m

itt
ee

 (M
C

TP
)10

0
(in

fo
rm

at
io

na
l a

nd
 d

is
cu

ss
io

n 
pu

rp
os

es
 o

nl
y)

4/
5/

20
16

M
C

TP
 O

pe
n 

H
ou

se
 @

 P
er

ry
 T

ow
ns

hi
p

35
M

C
TP

, R
ed

 L
in

e
M

C
TP

 P
re

se
nt

at
io

n/
R

ed
 L

in
e 

U
pd

at
e

4/
7/

20
16

C
on

gr
es

sm
an

 C
ar

so
n'

s 
Y

ou
th

 S
um

m
it

30
0

M
C

TP
, R

ed
 L

in
e

Ta
bl

ed
 a

t e
ve

nt
 a

nd
 a

ns
w

er
ed

 q
ue

st
io

ns
 c

on
ce

rn
in

g 
th

e 
D

TC
, M

C
TP

 a
nd

 R
ed

 L
in

e,
 P

ro
m

ot
ed

 S
um

m
er

 Y
ou

th
 P

as
s

4/
11

/2
01

6
In

dy
G

o 
Tr

av
el

 T
ra

in
in

g 
@

 L
aw

re
nc

e 
N

or
th

 H
.S

.
15

Tr
av

el
 T

ra
in

in
g 

P
re

se
nt

at
io

n
4/

13
/2

01
6

M
un

ic
ip

al
 C

or
po

ra
tio

ns
 C

om
m

itt
ee

 (M
C

TP
)

20
(in

fo
rm

at
io

na
l a

nd
 d

is
cu

ss
io

n 
pu

rp
os

es
 o

nl
y)

4/
14

/2
01

6
C

A
FÉ

 T
ra

ns
po

rta
tio

n 
C

om
m

itt
ee

 M
ee

tin
g

10
M

C
TP

M
C

TP
 U

pd
at

e
4/

13
/2

01
6

In
dy

 H
ub

 ::
 D

in
ne

r S
er

ie
s 

@
 S

un
 K

in
g

20
M

C
TP

D
is

cu
ss

ed
 th

e 
M

C
TP

 a
nd

 g
at

he
re

d 
fe

ed
ba

ck
 o

n 
w

hy
 p

eo
pl

e 
th

in
k 

tra
ns

it 
is

 im
po

rta
nt

4/
19

/2
01

6
In

dy
 G

re
en

 V
ic

to
ry

 P
ar

ty
50

M
C

TP
M

C
TP

 U
pd

at
e

4/
19

/2
01

6
M

C
TP

 P
re

se
nt

at
io

n 
@

 Ir
vi

ng
to

n 
H

is
to

ric
al

 S
oc

ie
ty

20
M

C
TP

M
C

TP
 P

re
se

nt
at

io
n

4/
27

/2
01

6
In

di
an

ap
ol

is
 C

on
so

rti
um

 o
f A

rts
 A

dm
in

is
tra

to
rs

20
M

C
TP

M
C

TP
 U

pd
at

e
4/

28
/2

01
6

C
um

m
in

s 
In

dy
G

o 
Tr

av
el

 T
ra

in
in

g
20

4/
28

/2
01

6
M

C
TP

 O
pe

n 
H

ou
se

 @
 L

yn
hu

rs
t B

ap
tis

t C
hu

rc
h

25
5/

4/
20

16
C

on
ne

xi
on

 E
ve

nt
 h

os
te

d 
by

 In
dy

 C
ha

m
be

r @
IM

S
20

0
5/

9/
20

16
Fu

ll 
C

ity
 C

ou
nt

y 
C

ou
nc

il 
M

ee
tin

g
10

0+
5/

10
/2

01
6

W
es

t W
as

hi
ng

 B
us

in
es

s 
A

lli
an

ce
15

M
C

TP
M

C
TP

 P
re

se
nt

at
io

n
5/

10
/2

01
6

P
an

ca
ke

s 
&

 P
ol

iti
cs

 @
 F

ae
gr

e 
B

ak
er

 D
an

ie
ls

12
0

M
C

TP
, R

ed
 L

in
e

R
ed

 L
in

e 
an

d 
M

C
TP

5/
11

/2
01

6
In

dy
 H

ub
 ::

 D
in

ne
r S

er
ie

s 
@

 S
pe

ed
w

ay
26

5/
18

/2
01

6
M

C
TP

 P
re

se
nt

at
io

n 
@

 A
S

C
E

50
+

M
C

TP
M

C
TP

 P
re

se
nt

at
io

n
5/

21
-5

/2
2/

20
16

B
ro

ad
 R

ip
pl

e 
A

rt 
Fa

ir 
?

B
oo

th
 

5/
23

/2
01

6
Jo

hn
so

n 
C

ou
nt

y 
Le

ad
er

sh
ip

 m
ee

tin
g

M
ay

or
 M

ye
rs

20
R

ed
 L

in
e

R
ed

 L
in

e 
&

 re
fe

re
nd

um
 d

is
cu

ss
io

n
6/

2/
20

16
To

w
n 

H
al

l M
ee

tin
g 

@
 M

ou
nt

 O
liv

e 
M

in
is

tri
es

10
0+

M
C

TP
M

C
TP

 P
re

se
nt

at
io

n
6/

9/
20

16
In

dy
V

ov
le

d
20

00
Ta

bl
ed

 a
t E

ve
nt

6/
15

/2
01

6
G

re
at

er
 G

re
en

w
oo

d 
C

ha
m

be
r o

f C
om

m
er

ce
C

hr
is

tia
n 

M
as

lo
w

sk
i

20
R

ed
 L

in
e

R
ed

 L
in

e 
&

 re
fe

re
nd

um
 d

is
cu

ss
io

n
6/

18
/2

01
6

A
D

A
 D

ay
 a

t T
ra

ns
it 

C
en

te
r

D
TC

O
ve

rv
ie

w
 o

f n
ew

 T
ra

ns
it 

C
en

te
r's

 a
cc

es
si

bl
e 

fe
at

ur
es

 p
re

se
nt

at
io

n 
an

d 
w

al
k 

th
ro

ug
h 

to
ur

6/
19

/2
01

6
Fa

m
ily

 D
at

 a
t T

ra
ns

it 
C

en
te

r
D

TC
E

ve
nt

 fo
r f

am
ili

es
 h

el
d 

at
 n

ew
 tr

an
si

t c
en

te
r

6/
21

/2
01

6
R

ib
bo

n 
C

ut
tin

g 
an

d 
D

ec
la

ra
tio

n 
C

el
eb

ra
tio

n 
at

 T
ra

ns
it 

C
en

te
r

D
TC

E
ve

nt
 fo

r p
ub

lic
 to

 c
el

eb
ra

te
 th

e 
de

di
ca

tio
n 

of
 th

e 
tra

ns
it 

ce
nt

er
; i

nc
lu

de
s 

fo
od

, m
us

ic
, s

pe
ak

er
s 

6/
22

/2
01

6
C

us
to

m
er

 S
er

vi
ce

 C
en

te
r O

pe
ni

ng
D

TC
Th

e 
In

dy
G

o 
C

us
to

m
er

 S
er

vi
ce

 C
en

te
r l

oc
at

ed
 a

t 3
4 

N
. D

el
aw

ar
e 

S
t. 

m
ov

ed
 to

 th
e 

Tr
an

si
t C

en
te

r a
t 2

01
 E

. W
as

hi
ng

to
n 

S
t. 

R
id

er
s 

ca
n 

vi
si

t t
he

 C
us

to
m

er
 S

er
vi

ce
 C

en
te

r t
o 

pu
rc

ha
se

 p
as

se
s 

an
d 

pi
ck

 u
p 

ro
ut

e 
m

ap
s.

6/
25

/2
01

6
A

D
A

 D
ay

 a
t T

ra
ns

it 
C

en
te

r
20

W
en

t o
ve

r a
cc

es
si

bl
e 

fe
at

ur
es

 o
f T

ra
ns

it 
C

en
te

r a
nd

 g
at

he
re

d 
fe

ed
ba

ck
6/

26
 - 

7/
01

 2
01

6
M

us
ic

 a
nd

 E
ve

nt
s 

at
 T

ra
ns

it 
C

en
te

r
D

TC
Th

ro
ug

h 
a 

pa
rtn

er
sh

ip
 w

ith
 th

e 
A

rts
 C

ou
nc

il 
of

 In
di

an
ap

ol
is

, c
ur

re
nt

 a
nd

 fu
tu

re
 ri

de
rs

 w
ill

 e
nj

oy
 p

er
fo

rm
an

ce
s 

fro
m

 lo
ca

l a
rti

st
s 

to
 c

el
eb

ra
te

 th
e 

op
en

in
g 

w
ee

k 
of

 th
e 

Tr
an

si
t C

en
te

r. 
P

er
fo

rm
an

ce
s 

w
ill

 ta
ke

 p
la

ce
 a

t t
he

 T
ra

ns
it 

C
en

te
r a

s 
w

el
l a

s 
va

rio
us

 d
ow

nt
ow

n 
st

op
s.

6/
26

 - 
7/

04
 2

01
6

W
ee

k 
of

 F
re

e 
R

id
es

 to
 p

ub
lic

D
TC

In
dy

G
o 

w
ill

 o
ffe

r f
re

e 
rid

es
 o

n 
al

l r
ou

te
s 

fro
m

 S
un

da
y,

 J
un

e 
26

 th
ro

ug
h 

M
on

da
y,

 J
ul

y 
4 

to
 h

el
p 

rid
er

s 
ad

ju
st

 to
 th

e 
Ju

lia
 M

. T
ra

ns
it 

C
en

te
r o

pe
ni

ng
 a

nd
 ro

ut
e 

ch
an

ge
s.

7/
6/

20
16

In
dy

G
o 

Tr
av

el
 T

ra
in

in
g 

@
 C

am
br

id
ge

 S
qu

ar
e 

B
ee

ch
 G

ro
ve2

0
7/

8/
20

16
V

is
it 

In
dy

 to
ur

 o
f D

TC
D

TC
W

rit
er

 fr
om

 P
hi

la
de

lp
hi

a 
to

 w
rit

e 
ab

ou
t n

ew
 tr

an
si

t c
en

te
r -

 s
pe

ci
fic

ia
lly

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t a
nd

 d
es

ig
n

7/
12

/2
01

6
W

as
hi

ng
to

n 
To

w
ns

hi
p 

Tr
an

si
t M

C
TP

 u
pd

at
e

M
C

TP
7/

12
/2

01
6

Fa
nn

in
g 

O
liv

er
 T

ra
ns

it 
Fo

ru
m

 
20

M
C

TP
, R

ed
 L

in
e

7/
12

/2
01

6
B

os
m

a 
E

nt
er

pr
is

es
M

C
TP

M
C

TP
 u

pd
at

e
7/

13
/2

01
6

In
dy

 H
ub

 ::
 D

in
ne

r S
er

ie
s 

@
 H

ig
hl

an
d 

P
ar

k
20

M
C

TP
D

is
cu

ss
ed

 M
C

TP
 a

nd
 g

at
he

re
d 

fe
ed

ba
ck

 o
n 

w
hy

 p
eo

pl
e 

th
in

k 
tra

ns
it 

is
 im

po
rta

nt
. 1

10
0 

E
 N

ew
 Y

or
k 

S
t, 

In
di

an
ap

ol
is

, 4
62

02
7/

20
/2

01
6

R
ed

 L
in

e 
P

ub
lic

 M
ee

tin
g 

@
 C

en
tra

l L
ib

ra
ry

R
ed

 L
in

e
7/

20
/2

01
6

R
ed

 L
in

e 
P

ub
lic

 M
ee

tin
g 

@
 C

en
tra

l L
ib

ra
ry

R
ed

 L
in

e
7/

21
/2

01
6

R
ed

 L
in

e 
P

ub
lic

 M
ee

tin
g 

@
 C

ol
le

ge
 A

ve
. L

ib
ra

ry
R

ed
 L

in
e

7/
25

/2
01

6
R

ed
 L

in
e 

P
ub

lic
 M

ee
tin

g 
@

 B
ig

 C
ar

 T
ub

e 
Fa

ct
or

y
R

ed
 L

in
e

7/
28

/2
01

6
R

ed
 L

in
e 

P
re

se
nt

at
io

n 
@

 E
nc

or
e 

R
ea

lty
 

8
R

ed
 L

in
e

R
ed

 L
in

e 
P

re
se

nt
at

io
n 

an
d 

M
C

TP
 U

pd
at

e 

8/
7/

20
16

U
U

I C
hu

rc
h 

B
re

ak
fa

st
 

Ja
m

ie
 H

in
so

n-
R

ei
ge

r
ja

m
ie

@
uu

i.o
rg

M
C

TP
In

dy
CA

N
 a

nd
 w

e 
w

ill
 b

e 
as

ki
ng

 m
em

be
rs

 to
 g

et
 in

vo
lv

ed
 in

 e
du

ca
tin

g 
ou

r c
om

m
un

ity
 o

n 
th

e 
be

ne
fit

s o
f t

he
 p

ro
po

se
d 

tr
an

sit
 p

la
n.

 I 
w

ou
ld

 li
ke

 to
 h

av
e 

so
m

eo
ne

 fr
om

 In
dy

GO
 sp

ea
k 

at
 o

ur
 c

hu
rc

h 
on

 A
ug

us
t 7

 to
 h

el
p 

ed
uc

at
e 

th
e 

co
ng

re
ga

tio
n 

on
 th

e 
ne

w
 tr

an
sit

 p
la

n 
an

d 
an

sw
er

 q
ue

st
io

ns
. T

he
 p

ro
gr

am
 w

ou
ld

 b
e 

fr
om

 n
oo

n 
to

 1
:1

5 
or

 so
 a

nd
 in

cl
ud

e 
lu

nc
h.

 T
he

n 
w

e'
ll 

br
ea

k 
in

to
 sm

al
l d

isc
us

sio
n 

gr
ou

ps
.

8/
9/

20
16

R
ed

 L
in

e 
P

re
se

nt
at

io
n 

@
 F

E
N

A
 (F

ar
 E

as
t N

ei
gh

bo
rh

oo
d 

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n)

R
ed

 L
in

e
R

ed
 L

in
e 

pr
es

en
ta

tio
n 

&
 B

R
T 

U
pd

at
e

8/
10

/2
01

6
In

dy
 H

ub
 ::

 D
in

ne
r S

er
ie

s 
@

 In
te

rn
at

io
na

l M
ar

ke
tp

la
ce

20
M

C
TP

D
is

cu
ss

ed
 M

C
TP

 a
nd

 g
at

he
re

d 
fe

ed
ba

ck
 o

n 
w

hy
 p

eo
pl

e 
th

in
k 

tra
ns

it 
is

 im
po

rta
nt

. 3
61

0 
G

ui
on

 R
oa

d,
 In

di
an

ap
ol

is
, 4

62
22

8/
24

/2
01

6
S

al
es

Fo
rc

e 
M

C
TP

 U
pd

at
e

M
C

TP
8/

29
/2

01
6

C
ou

nc
ilo

r O
liv

er
 M

id
-n

or
th

 p
ub

lic
 m

ee
tin

g 
on

 tr
an

si
t

M
C

TP
9/

1/
20

16
B

Y
D

 B
us

 @
 H

ob
 N

ob
M

C
TP

D
is

cu
ss

ed
 M

C
TP

 &
 s

ho
w

ca
se

d 
B

Y
D

 d
em

o 
bu

s
9/

7/
20

16
In

di
an

ap
ol

is
 A

m
ba

ss
ad

or
s 

M
on

th
ly

 m
ee

tin
g

45
M

C
TP

9/
13

/2
01

6
B

Y
D

 B
us

 @
 A

A
R

P
 M

ov
ie

 N
ig

ht
 +

 M
C

TP
 P

re
se

nt
at

io
n

M
C

TP
, R

ed
 L

in
e

D
is

cu
ss

ed
 M

C
TP

 &
 s

ho
w

ca
se

d 
B

Y
D

 d
em

o 
bu

s
9/

13
/2

01
6

C
om

m
un

ity
 H

ei
gh

s 
N

ie
gh

bo
rh

oo
d 

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

n
25

M
C

TP
9/

14
/2

01
6

In
dy

 H
ub

 ::
 D

in
ne

r S
er

ie
s 

@
 K

en
ne

dy
 K

in
g

18
M

C
TP

D
is

cu
ss

ed
 M

C
TP

 a
nd

 g
at

he
re

d 
fe

ed
ba

ck
 o

n 
w

hy
 p

eo
pl

e 
th

in
k 

tra
ns

it 
is

 im
po

rta
nt

. I
nd

yH
ub

 H
Q

 to
 K

ou
nt

ry
 K

itc
he

n,
 1

83
1 

N
 C

ol
le

ge
 A

ve
, I

nd
ia

na
po

lis
, 4

62
21

9/
14

/2
01

6
Li

br
ar

y 
Lu

nc
h 

n'
 L

ea
rn

 - 
B

ee
ch

 G
ro

ve
 B

ra
nc

h
M

C
TP

9/
14

/2
01

6
Li

br
ar

y 
Lu

nc
h 

'n
 L

ea
rn

 - 
Fo

un
ta

in
 S

qu
ar

e 
B

ra
nc

h
3

M
C

TP
9/

15
/2

01
6

N
or

a 
C

om
m

un
ity

 M
ee

tin
g

25
M

C
TP

9/
20

/2
01

6
B

Y
D

 b
us

 in
 s

er
vi

ce
 - 

B
lu

e 
Li

ne
R

ed
 L

in
e,

 M
C

TP
9/

21
/2

01
6

B
Y

D
 b

us
 in

 s
er

vi
ce

 - 
P

ur
pl

e 
Li

ne
R

ed
 L

in
e,

 M
C

TP
9/

21
/2

01
6

H
ea

lth
 &

 H
os

pi
ta

l P
re

se
nt

at
io

n 
@

 E
as

te
r S

ea
ls

 C
ro

ss
ro

ad
s

9/
22

/2
01

6
B

Y
D

 B
us

 @
 C

ar
 F

re
e 

D
ay

R
ed

 L
in

e,
 M

C
TP

9/
22

/2
01

6
U

rb
an

 L
ea

gu
e 

M
C

TP
 P

re
se

nt
at

io
n

M
C

TP
9/

22
/2

01
6

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t o
n 

Ta
p:

 T
ra

ns
it 

@
 T

he
 P

la
tfo

rm
R

ed
 L

in
e

9/
25

/2
01

6
IU

P
U

I S
P

E
A

 C
on

gr
es

s 
to

 C
am

pu
s

10
M

C
TP

10
/1

/2
01

6
To

uc
h 

a 
B

us
 @

 G
le

nd
al

e 
Li

br
ar

y
10

/1
/2

01
6

To
uc

h 
a 

B
us

 @
 H

au
gh

vi
lle

 P
ub

lic
 L

ib
ra

ry
10

/4
/2

01
6

R
ai

nm
ak

er
s 

Y
ou

ng
 P

ro
fe

ss
io

na
ls

M
C

TP
10

/4
/2

01
6

S
pe

ci
al

 P
re

se
nt

at
io

n 
@

 In
te

rn
at

io
na

l M
ar

ke
tp

la
ce

M
C

TP
10

/6
/2

01
6

B
oo

th
 @

 C
on

ne
xi

on
M

C
TP

10
/7

/2
01

6
B

oo
th

 @
 IN

 L
at

in
o 

E
xp

o
M

C
TP

10
/8

/2
01

6
To

uc
h 

a 
B

us
 @

 L
aw

re
nc

e 
B

ra
nc

h 
P

ub
lic

 L
ib

ra
ry

10
/9

/2
01

6
K

he
pr

w
 In

st
itu

te
 P

re
se

nt
at

io
n

M
C

TP
10

/1
9/

20
16

N
or

th
 U

ni
te

d 
M

et
ho

di
st

 C
hu

rc
h

M
C

TP
10

/2
0/

20
16

R
ea

l T
al

k:
 T

ra
ns

it 
is

 o
n 

th
e 

B
al

lo
t @

 E
. 3

8t
h 

S
t

M
C

TP
10

/2
0/

20
16

Fl
an

ne
r H

ou
se

M
C

TP
10

/2
0/

20
16

U
LI

 B
re

ak
fa

st
 - 

M
C

TP
 U

pd
at

e
M

C
TP

10
/2

0/
20

16
IP

L 
S

ta
ff 

ed
uc

at
io

nC
ar

ol
 S

im
ps

on
31

7-
26

1-
82

99
M

C
TP

10
/2

1/
20

16
Te

ch
 &

 T
ra

ns
it 

R
ou

nd
 ta

bl
e 

D
is

cu
ss

io
n 

w
ith

 J
ar

re
tt 

W
al

ke
r

M
C

TP
10

/2
2/

20
16

In
st

am
ee

t @
 T

ra
ns

it 
C

en
te

r
M

C
TP

10
/2

4/
20

16
C

on
ne

ct
 T

hi
nk

: L
un

ch
 a

nd
 L

ea
rn

M
C

TP
10

/2
4/

20
16

N
A

C
TO

 A
cc

el
er

at
or

: E
as

t M
ic

hi
ga

n 
C

on
ve

rs
io

n 
C

on
ce

pt
s

10
/2

5/
20

16
IP

L 
S

ta
ff 

ed
uc

at
io

nC
ar

la
 S

ho
rt

31
7-

26
1-

86
83

M
C

TP
10

/2
6/

20
16

Fo
re

st
 M

an
or

 M
ul

ti 
S

er
vi

ce
 C

en
te

r
M

C
TP

10
/2

7/
20

16
IP

L 
S

ta
ff 

ed
uc

at
io

nC
ar

la
 S

ho
rt

31
7-

26
1-

86
83

M
C

TP



D
at

e
O

ut
re

ac
h 

Ev
en

t
C

on
ta

ct
 N

am
e

Em
ai

l
Es

t. 
A

tte
nd

Tr
an

si
t L

in
e 

or
 

Pr
oj

ec
t

N
ot

es
10

/2
8/

20
16

K
he

pr
ew

 In
st

itu
te

M
C

TP
11

/1
/2

01
6

A
A

R
P

 IN
 T

el
e 

To
w

n 
H

al
l

M
C

TP
11

/1
/2

01
6

C
ou

nc
ilo

r M
cH

en
ry

's
 Q

ua
rte

rly
 T

ow
n 

H
al

l
M

C
TP

11
/2

/2
01

6
B

U
S

t a
 M

ov
e 

A
A

R
P

 IN
M

C
TP

11
/1

6/
20

16
R

ed
 L

in
e 

S
ta

ke
ho

ld
er

 m
ee

tin
g

40
R

ed
 L

in
e



TITLE VI PROGRAM – INDYGO	    D-1

Appendix D
»» Subrecipient Title VI Compliance Review Data
»» Sample Letter
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Indianapolis Public Transportation Corporation 

dba IndyGo 
1501 W. Washington Street 

Indianapolis, IN 46222 
www.IndyGo.net 

 
 
 

 

January 18, 2017 

Arvetta Jideonwo 
Bosma Enterprises 
8020 Zionsville Road 
Indianapolis, IN 46268 

RE: TITLE VI SUBRECIPIENT COMPLIANCE REVIEW 

Dear Arvetta, 

49CFR 21.9(B) and FTA Circular C4702.1B require Indianapolis Public Transportation Corporation (dba 
IndyGo) to monitor subrecipient compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 at least once 
every three (3) years. The Circular requires IndyGo to take the following steps: 

1. Collect Title VI programs and review programs for compliance. 

2. Document that the Title VI program has been approved by the board of directors or the 
appropriate governing body. 

3. Review a copy of the subrecipient’s Title VI notice to the public (posted on website, locations 
where the notice is posted, etc.). 

4. Review a copy of the subrecipient’s instructions on how to file a Title VI complaint including a 
copy of the complaint form. 

5. Obtain a list of Title VI complaints, investigations, or lawsuits filed. 

6. Obtain documentation of a public participation plan (LAP) that includes outreach to engage 
minority and limited English proficient populations. This includes a summary of outreach efforts 
made. 

7. A copy of the subrecipient’s plan for providing language assistance (LAP) to persons with limited 
English proficiency, based on the DOT LEP Guidance. 

8. Documentation if the subrecipient has a transit-related, non-elected planning board, advisory 
council, or committee, the membership of which is selected by the subrecipient, which includes 
a table depicting the racial breakdown of the membership of those committees, and a 

SAMPLE LETTER
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Indianapolis Public Transportation Corporation 

dba IndyGo 
1501 W. Washington Street 

Indianapolis, IN 46222 
www.IndyGo.net 

 
 

description of efforts made to encourage the participation of minorities on such committees or 
councils. 

9. An equity analysis conducted during the planning stage if the subrecipient has constructed a 
facility. 

10. Fixed route service providers must provide all of the above, plus: 

a. Service standards such as vehicle load for each mode; vehicle headway of each mode; 
on time performance for each mode; and service availability for each mode. 

b. Service policies including transit amenities for each mode; and vehicle assignment for 
each mode. 

11. Transit providers that operate 50 or more fixed route vehicles in peak service and are located 
in an Urbanized Area (UZA) of 200,000 or more people must also submit: 

a. Demographic and service profile maps and charts. 

b. Demographic ridership and travel patterns, collected by surveys. 

c. Results of their monitoring program and report, including evidence that the board or 
other governing entity or official(s) considered, was aware of the results, and approved 
the analysis. 

d. A description of the public engagement process for setting the “major service change 
policy,” disparate impact policy, and the disproportionate burden policy. 

e. Results of service and/or fare equity analyses conducted since the last Title VI Program 
submission, including evidence that the board or other governing entity or official(s) 
considered, was aware of, and approved the results of the analysis. 

Please provide the requested documentation on or before, Friday, February 24, 2017. You may provide 
the documentation electronically (preferred) or submit the information in a hard-copy format.  

I have attached a checklist to use to ensure that all required information is submitted. Please call/email 
me if you have questions. 
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Indianapolis Public Transportation Corporation 

dba IndyGo 
1501 W. Washington Street 

Indianapolis, IN 46222 
www.IndyGo.net 

 
 
 

Thanks in advance for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

 

Marilyn Sadler 
Director of Compliance and Civil Rights 
Indianapolis Public Transportation Corporation (IndyGo) 
1501 W. Washington Street 
Indianapolis, IN 46222 
msadler@indygo.net 
(317) 614-9272 

 

Cc: Paula Haskin 
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Appendix E
»» Service Monitoring Report
»» Service Monitoring Action Item
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Evaluation of Equitable 
Compliance with System-Wide 
Standards and Policies

»» Introduction
In order to comply with Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) Title VI guidelines, federal funding recipients are 
required to adopt system-wide standards and policies to 
guard against discriminatory service design and opera-
tions decisions. The FTA requires transit providers to mon-
itor service standards at least once every three years. The 
purpose of the Title VI Service Monitoring Evaluation is 
to compare the services provided to minority and low-in-
come populations to the services provided to non-minori-
ty and non-low-income populations, and to identify any 
potential disparate impacts or disproportionate burdens.

The FTA requires agencies to adopt service standards and 
policies for six specific areas: vehicle load, vehicle head-
way, on-time performance, service availability, distribution 
of transit amenities, and vehicle assignment. This review 
compares the rate of compliance with these service mea-
sures between minority routes and non-minority routes, 
and between low-income routes and non-low-income 
routes. 

»» Title VI and Environmental Justice
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits discrim-
ination on the basis of race, color, or national origin in 
programs receiving federal financial assistance. Title VI 
states that “no person in the United States shall, on the 
ground of race, color or national origin, be excluded from 
participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected 
to discrimination under any program or activity receiving 
Federal financial assistance.”

In 1994, President Clinton issued Executive Order 12898, 
which states that each federal agency “shall make achiev-
ing environmental justice part of its mission by identify-
ing and addressing disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects of its programs, 
policies, and activities on minority populations and low-in-
come populations.”

The FTA issued Circular 4702.1B on October 1, 2012, 
which replaced Circular 4702.1A, issued in 2007. This doc-

ument outlines Title VI and Environmental Justice compli-
ance procedures for recipients of FTA-administered transit 
program funds. Specifically, the FTA requires recipients, 
including the Indianapolis Public Transportation Corpora-
tion (IndyGo), to “monitor the performance of their transit 
system relative to their system-wide service standards and 
service policies no less than every three years.” The Service 
Monitoring Evaluation fulfills this requirement as part of 
IndyGo’s 2016 Title VI Program Submittal.

»» Title VI Principles and Definitions
Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden
Under FTA guidelines, transit providers are required to 
define their own thresholds to determine when disparate 
impacts and disproportionate burdens exist as a result 
of a major service change. “Disparate impact” refers to 
a facially neutral policy or practice that disproportionate-
ly impacts members or a group identified by race, color, 
or national origin. “Disproportionate burden” refers to a 
neutral policy or practice that disproportionately impacts 
low-income populations compared to non-low-income 
populations. 

IndyGo defines the Disparate Impact and Disproportionate 
Burden thresholds below:

Disparate Impact Policy:

■■ Disparate Impact (DI): “A facially neu-
tral policy or practice that disproportion-
ately affects members of a group identi-
fied by race, color, or national origin.”

■■ Disparate Impact (DI) Policy: “A determination 
of disparate impact shall be made if the ef-
fects of a major service change borne by the 
minority population, both adverse and bene-
ficial, are not within 20 percent of the effects 
borne by the non-minority population.”

Disproportionate Burden Policy:

■■ Disproportionate Burden (DB): “A neu-
tral policy or practice that disproportion-
ately affects low-income populations more 
than non-low-income populations.”

■■ Disproportionate Burden (DB) Policy: “A determi-
nation of disproportionate burden shall be made 
if the effects of a major service change borne by 

SERVICE MONITORING REPORT
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the low-income population, both adverse and 
beneficial, are not within 20 percent of the effects 
borne by the non-low-income population.”

In this evaluation, if the quantitative results indicate that 
the minority route compliance with the service standards 
and policies is not within 20 percent of the compliance for 
non-minority routes, there may be evidence of disparate 
impacts. Similarly, if the quantitative results indicate that 
the low-income route compliance with the service stan-
dards and policies is not within 20 percent of the compli-
ance for non-low-income routes, there may be evidence 
of disproportionate burdens. 

»» Minority
The FTA defines a minority person as one who self-iden-
tifies as American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian, Black, or 
African American, Hispanic or Latino, and/or Native Ha-
waiian/Pacific Islander. For the purposes of this evaluation, 
minority persons are defined as those who self-identify as 
non-White/Caucasian and/or Hispanic. The distribution of 
minority and non-minority populations within the IndyGo 
service area is shown in Figure 1.
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FIGURE 1: DISTRIBUTION OF MINORITY POPULATIONS
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»» Low-Income
While low-income populations are not an explicitly pro-
tected class under Title VI, the FTA recognizes the inherent 
overlap between Title VI and Environmental Justice prin-
ciples. Subsequently, it requires transit providers to evalu-
ate the impact of service and fare changes to low-income 
populations, and to identify any disproportionate burden 
placed on those populations by the proposed changes. 
The FTA defines a low-income person as one whose an-

nual household income is at or below the poverty guide-
lines set by the Department of Health and Human Services 
(DHHS). DHHS poverty thresholds are based on household 
size and the number of related children less than 18 years 
of age. The 2014 poverty thresholds used for the data in 
this evaluation are summarized in Table 1. The distribution 
of low-income and non-low-income populations within 
the service area is shown in Figure 2.

TABLE 1: 2014 DHHS POVERTY THRESHOLDS

Persons	in	Family	 Poverty	Threshold	for	48	Contiguous	States	and	
District	of	Columbia	

1	 $11,670	

2	 $15,730	

3	 $19,790	

4	 $23,850	

5	 $27,910	

6	 $31,970	

7	 $36,030	

8	 $40,090	

For	each	additional	person,	add	 $4,060	
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»» Minority and Low-Income Route 
Designation

A route was classified as a minority route if it served a 
higher concentration of minority residents than the system 
average. The concentration of minority residents served 
was calculated by dividing the total number of minority 
residents in census block groups that were within a quar-
ter-mile of a route by the total number of residents within 
the same area. This approach was also utilized to calculate 
concentrations of low-income residents served: the total 
number of low-income residents in census block groups 
within a quarter-mile of a route divided by the total num-
ber of residents within the same area. 

There are a total of 760,467 people within one-quarter 
mile of IndyGo services, 44.7 percent of whom are minori-
ty residents and 22.4 percent of whom are low-income 
residents. IndyGo routes are defined as Minority, non-mi-
nority, low-income, and non-low-income Routes in Table 
2. Minority and non-minority routes are shown in Figure 
3 and low-income and non-low-income routes are shown 
in Figure 4.
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Table	2:	Minority	and	Low-Income	Route	Designations	

Route	 Minority	Route	Designation	 Low-Income	Route	Designation	
2	 Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
3	 Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
4	 Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
5	 Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
6	 Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
8	 Non-Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
10	 Non-Minority	Route	 Non-Low-Income	Route	
11	 Non-Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
12	 Non-Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
13	 Non-Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
14	 Non-Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
15	 Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
16	 Non-Minority	Route	 Non-Low-Income	Route	
17	 Non-Minority	Route	 Non-Low-Income	Route	
18	 Non-Minority	Route	 Non-Low-Income	Route	
19	 Non-Minority	Route	 Non-Low-Income	Route	
21	 Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
22	 Non-Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
24	 Non-Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
25	 Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
26	 Non-Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
28	 Minority	Route	 Non-Low-Income	Route	
30	 Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
31	 Non-Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
34	 Minority	Route	 Non-Low-Income	Route	
37	 Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
38	 Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
39	 Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
55	 Non-Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
86	 Non-Minority	Route	 Non-Low-Income	Route	
87	 Minority	Route	 Low-Income	Route	
26N	 Non-Minority	Route	 Non-Low-Income	Route	

	

TABLE 2: MINORITY AND LOW-INCOME ROUTE DESIGNATIONS
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Figure	3:	Minority	and	Non-Minority	Routes	

	

FIGURE 3: MINORITY AND NON-MINORITY ROUTES
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»» Service Monitoring Analysis
IndyGo monitors several standards and policies to measure how service is distributed across the system and to ensure that 
service design and operating practices do not result in discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national origin. These 
standards and policies evaluate vehicle load, vehicle headway, on-time performance, service availability, distribution of 
transit amenities, and vehicle assignment. 

»» Vehicle Load Factor
The vehicle load factor is calculated by dividing the number of passengers on the bus by the number of seats available. 
IndyGo’s service standard for vehicle load is a maximum peak load factor of 1.25 and a maximum off-peak load factor of 
1.00. Peak periods are defined as weekdays between 6:00am and 9:00am and between 3:00pm and 6:00pm.

The monitoring report analyzed load factors for trips between June 26, 2016 and October 8, 2016. On average, 94 per-
cent of all IndyGo service trips met the vehicle load standards. This ratio held for minority routes, non-minority routes, 
and low-income routes. About 95 percent of trips for non-low-income routes met the vehicle load standards. This data 
summarized in Table 3.

TABLE 3: VEHICLE LOAD COMPLIANCE

The percent of both minority and low-income trips were within the acceptable range for vehicle load standards. Thus, 

the vehicle load analysis found no disparate impacts to minority populations and no disproportionate burden 
to low-income populations.

»» Vehicle Headway

Route	Type	
Percent	of	Trips	Meeting	
Vehicle	Load	Standard	

IndyGo	Acceptable	Range	

Minority	Route	 94%	 75%	-	100%	

Non-Minority	Route	 94%	 	

Low-Income	Route	 94%	 76%	-	100%	

Non-Low-Income	Route	 95%	 	

System	Average	 94%	 	
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IndyGo’s standard for vehicle headway is 30 minutes or less during peak periods and 60 minutes or less during off-peak 
periods. This analysis used the Fall 2016 IndyGo route schedules to calculate the average time between bus arrivals at each 
stop. To eliminate skewing from stops that did not warrant consistent service throughout the day, vehicle headways in 
excess of 120 minutes were excluded from the analysis. The IndyGo vehicle headway distribution is summarized in Table 4.

TABLE 4: VEHICLE HEADWAY DISTRIBUTION

The average peak and off-peak headway for the entire system was 36.4 minutes and 46.8 minutes, respectively. Minority 
routes averaged peak headways of 32.2 minutes and off-peak headways of 44.4 minutes. This peak headway was 8.4 

minutes less than the peak headway for non-minority routes and 0.3 minutes out of the acceptable range. However, 
the headways for non-minority routes were impacted by services such as Routes 11, 12, and 13 which were infrequent, 
low-demand services that averaged less than 200 passengers per day . Without these services, the difference in peak 
headway between minority and non-minority routes would be within the acceptable range. The average off-peak head-
way for minority routes was 4.7 minutes less than the off-peak headway for non-minority routes. This difference was 
within the acceptable range. The headway analysis found no disparate impacts to minority populations.

The average peak and off-peak headway for low-income routes was 37.4 minutes and 49.1 minutes. Routes 11, 12, and 
13 were also low-income routes. These routes increased the headway averages for low-income services. However, both 
peak and off-peak averages still fell within the IndyGo acceptable range as non-low-income routes averaged headways of 
33.7 and 44.3 minutes during the two time periods. The headway analysis found no disproportionate burden to 
low-income residents. 

»» On-Time Performance
IndyGo measures on-time performance using arrival times at established timepoints. A bus is considered to be on time if 

Route	Type	
Average	Peak	

Headway	
IndyGo	

Acceptable	Range	
Average	Off-Peak	

Headway	
IndyGo	

Acceptable	Range	

Minority	Route	 32.2	 32.5	–	48.7	 44.4	 39.3	–	58.9	

Non-Minority	
Route	

40.6	 	 49.1	 	

Low-Income	
Route	

37.4	 27.0	–	40.4	 47.7	 35.4	–	53.2	

Non-Low-Income	
Route	

33.7	 	 44.3	 	

System	Average	 36.4	 	 46.8	 	
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it is no more than one minute early and five minutes late. To meet their set service standard for on-time performance, 90 
percent of IndyGo buses must arrive on time.

This analysis reviewed all-day scheduled bus trips between June 2016 and October 2016. Automatic Vehicle Locator (AVL) 
data was used to calculate the average percentage of early, late, and on-time bus arrivals for each route in the system. 
IndyGo on-time performance is summarized in Table 5.

TABLE 5: ON-TIME PERFORMANCE

At the system level, IndyGo had an on-time performance of 77.6 percent. Trips on minority routes were on time 77.3 
percent of the time, while trips on non-minority routes were on time 77.9 percent of the time. This difference of less 

than one percentage point was within the acceptable range, resulting in no disparate impacts to minority 
populations.

Trips for low-income routes had an on-time performance of 78.7 percent, while trips on non-low-income services had an 
on-time performance of 75.3 percent. This difference of 3.4 percentage points was within the acceptable range. 
The on-time performance analysis found no disproportionate burden to low-income residents.

»» Service Availability
In its service standards, IndyGo establishes a goal that 80 percent of the service area population should be within three-quar-
ters of a mile of transit service. For the purposes of this analysis, the IndyGo service area was defined as Marion County. 

Using ArcGIS software, a three-quarter mile buffer was generated around the Fall 2016 configuration of IndyGo routes. 
All Marion County block groups with a centroid within this buffer were considered to have access to transit service. The 
most recent ACS demographic data (2014) was used for this analysis and is summarized in Table 6.

TABLE 6: SERVICE AVAILABILITY

In Marion County, 74.5 percent of the population had access to IndyGo transit service. About 83.0 percent of minority 

Route	Type	 Early	Trips	(%)	 Late	Trips	(%)	
On-Time	Trips	

(%)	
IndyGo	Acceptable	

Range	

Minority	Route	 5.32%	 17.42%	 77.25%	 62.34%	-	93.5%	

Non-Minority	
Route	

3.77%	 18.31%	 77.92%	 	

Low-Income	Route	 4.92%	 16.40%	 78.67%	 60.23%	-	90.35%	

Non-Low-Income	
Route	

3.64%	 21.08%	 75.29%	 	

System	Average	 4.51%	 17.89%	 77.60%	 	
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residents had access to transit, compared to 68.5 percent of non-minority residents. This difference of 14.5 percentage 
points was outside of the acceptable range. This pattern also held for access by income. Among low-income residents, 

88.1 percent had access to transit. About 71.0 percent of non-low-income residents had access to transit. This difference 
of 17.1 percentage points was also outside of the acceptable range. 

These differences exceeded the acceptable range as defined by a strict application of the disparate impact and dispro-
portionate burden policies. However, this was a result of IndyGo’s stated focus on providing transit to the urban core and 
to high-density, arterial corridors which typically had higher proportions of minority and low-income populations. As a 
result, this analysis of service availability found no disparate impact to minority populations, nor did it find 
disproportionate burden to low-income populations. 

»» Distribution of Transit Amenities
IndyGo aims to distribute transit amenities equitably across its service area. Transit amenities include shelters, benches, in-
formational displays, and trash cans. IndyGo’s current policy states that the ridership threshold for shelters is 20 passenger 
boardings per day, standard benches is 10 boardings per day, and Simmie Seat two-person benches is 5 boardings per day. 
IndyGo does not have a threshold for trash receptacles. Trash receptacles are provided at each shelter location.  Addition-
ally, stops that do not have a trash receptacle can have one placed if the stop is adopted by a citizen/group/business that 
has agreed to fully accept responsibility to empty trash on a weekly basis.

This report analyzed the distribution of amenities at the bus stop level. A bus stop was classified as a minority or non-mi-
nority stop based on the type of route(s) that served the stop. However, a bus stop could be both a minority and non-mi-
nority bus stop if it was served by minority and non-minority routes. This methodology was also used for classifying 
low-income and non-low-income bus stops. Tables 7 through 11 summarize the distribution of transit amenities for each 
type of bus stop. The full distribution of transit stop amenities is shown in Figure 5.

TABLE 7: DISTRIBUTION OF BUS SHELTERS

Minority bus stops and non-minority bus stops each had shelters at a 7.0 percent rate. 

Demographics	
Marion	County		

Population	

Population	with		
Access	to	Transit	

(3/4	mile	buffer)	

%	With		
Access	to	Transit	

Acceptable		
Range	

Minority	 							380,737		 															316,026		 83.0%	 	

Non-Minority	 							538,599		 															369,093		 68.5%	 54.8%	–	82.2%	

Low	Income	 							189,127		 															166,648		 88.1%	 	

Non-Low	Income	 							730,209		 															518,471		 71.0%	 56.8%	–	85.2%	

Total	Population	 919,336	 685,119	 74.5%	 	
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About 6.8 percent of low-income bus stops had shelters, while 8.1 percent of non-low-income stops had shelters. This 
difference of 1.3 percentage points was still within the acceptable range.

TABLE 8: DISTRIBUTION OF BUS STOP BENCHES

About 3.9 percent of minority bus stops had benches, compared to 2.9 percent for non-minority bus stops. This difference 
of 1 percentage point was outside of the acceptable range. These results were skewed by a high number of benches 

Stop	Type	
Stops	with	
Shelter	

Stops	with	
No	Shelter	

Total	Stops	
Percent	of	
Stops	with	
Shelter	

IndyGo	
Acceptable	

Range	

Both	Minority	and	
Non-Minority	Stop	

39	 259	 298	 	 	

Minority	Stop	 84	 1,495	 1,579	 7.01%	 5.57%	-	8.36%	

Non-Minority	Stop	 95	 1,664	 1,759	 6.97%	 	

Both	Low-Income	
and	Non-Low-
Income	Stop	

46	 255	 301	 	 	

Low-Income	Stop	 128	 2,304	 2,432	 6.80%	 6.46%	-	9.69%	

Non-Low-Income	
Stop	

44	 859	 903	 8.08%	 	
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along West 38th Street. More than 20 percent of stops with benches were on this corridor. The stops on 38th Street were 
low-income and minority stops. Without these stops, the rate of benches for minority stops would be within the accept-

able range. 

Low-income and non-low-income stops both had benches at rates of 3.4 percent.

TABLE 9: DISTRIBUTION OF BUS STOP INFORMATION DISPLAYS

There were only 9 stops with information displays in the IndyGo system. The displays were strategically placed at high 

Stop	Type	
Stops	with	
Bench	

Stops	with	
No	Bench	

Total	Stops	
Percent	of	
Stops	with	
Bench	

IndyGo	
Acceptable	

Range	

Both	Minority	and	
Non-Minority	Stop	

14	 284	 298	 	 	

Minority	Stop	 56	 1,523	 1,579	 3.87%	 2.32%	-	3.48%	

Non-Minority	Stop	 44	 1,715	 1,759	 2.90%	 	

Both	Low-Income	
and	Non-Low-
Income	Stop	

14	 287	 301	 	 	

Low-Income	Stop	 75	 2,357	 2,432	 3.37%	 2.68%	-	4.02%	

Non-Low-Income	
Stop	

25	 878	 903	 3.35%	 	
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ridership, high transfer stops in downtown Indianapolis; the average weekday ridership at these locations was 181 pas-
sengers per day. These 9 stops all served minority, non-minority, low-income, and non-low-income routes. 

The rates of information displays were 0.48 percent for minority stops and 0.44 percent for non-minority stops. This was 
within the acceptable range. 

The difference for low-income stops was not within the acceptable range. Low-income stops had information displays at 
a rate of 0.33 percent while non-low-income stops had displays at a rate of 0.75 percent. However, this discrepancy was 
a result of the fact that the 9 stops with displays served both low-income and non-low-income routes. As a result, the 
percentages would be better for the stop type with the fewer number of stops. Low-income stops outnumbered non-low-
income stops by more than double. 

TABLE 10: DISTRIBUTION OF BUS STOP TRASH CANS

Stop	Type	
Information	
Display	

No	
Information	
Display	

Total	Stops	
Percent	with	
Information	
Displays	

IndyGo	
Acceptable	

Range	

Both	Minority	and	
Non-Minority	Stop	

9	 289	 298	 	 	

Minority	Stop	 0	 1,579	 1,579	 0.48%	 0.35%	-	0.53%	

Non-Minority	Stop	 0	 1,759	 1,759	 0.44%	 	

Both	Low-Income	
and	Non-Low-
Income	Stop	

9	 292	 301	 	 	

Low-Income	Stop	 0	 2,432	 2,432	 0.33%	 0.60%	-	0.90%	

Non-Low-Income	
Stop	

0	 903	 903	 0.75%	 	
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Nearly 7.8 percent of minority stops had trash cans. This was 1 percentage point higher than non-minority stops, which 
had trash cans at a rate of 6.8 percent. This difference was within the acceptable range.

About 6.3 percent of low-income stops had trash cans. Non-low-income stops had trash cans at a higher rate of 10.2 
percent. This difference of 3.9 percentage points was not within the acceptable range. As previously stated, IndyGo does 
not have a threshold for trash cans.  Trash receptacles are provided at each shelter location.  Additionally, stops that do 
not have a trash receptacle can have one placed if the stop is adopted by a citizen/group/business that has agreed to fully 
accept responsibility to empty trash on a weekly basis.

TABLE 11: AVERAGE WEEKDAY RIDERSHIP OF STOPS WITH TRASH CANS

Stop	Type	 Trash	Can	 No	Trash	Can	 Total	Stops	
Percent	with	
Trash	Cans	

IndyGo	
Acceptable	

Range	

Both	Minority	and	
Non-Minority	Stop	

22	 276	 298	 	 	

Minority	Stop	 113	 1,466	 1,579	 7.75%	 5.40%	-	8.10%	

Non-Minority	Stop	 108	 1,651	 1,759	 6.75%	 	

Both	Low-Income	
and	Non-Low-
Income	Stop	

30	 271	 301	 	 	

Low-Income	Stop	 132	 2,300	 2,432	 6.30%	 8.12%	-	12.19%	

Non-Low-Income	
Stop	

81	 822	 903	 10.16%	 	
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However, on average, trash cans were located at stops with more utilization. Low-income and non-low-income stops with 
trash cans both averaged 16 passengers per weekday. Among stops without trash cans, non-low-income stops had higher 
average ridership. There were a number of low-income stops with significantly low passenger utilization. More than 1,000 

low-income stops averaged less than 10 boardings per weekday. Targeting amenities towards these stops would be inef-
ficient.Moving forward, IndyGo will explore opportunities to target more trash cans towards higher ridership, low-income 
stops. There may be opportunities along corridors such as 38th Street and Washington Street.

This section evaluated the distribution of amenities such as shelters, benches, information displays, and trash 
cans. The analysis found no disparate impacts to minority populations, nor did it find disproportionate burden 
to low-income populations.

»» Vehicle Assignments
As per IndyGo service standards, transit vehicles must be assigned equitably between all route types based on vehicle age. 
The vehicle assignment evaluation reviewed trip records between June 26, 2016 and October 8, 2016. A summary of 
vehicle assignments and ages is detailed in Table 12.

TABLE 12: VEHICLE ASSIGNMENTS

The average age of vehicles on all trips was 8.7 years. The average age of vehicles on minority and non-minority trips 
was 8.5 years and 8.9 years, respectively. This difference of 0.4 years was within the acceptable range. This analysis of 
vehicle assignments found no disparate impacts to minority populations.

Stop	Type	
Stop	with	

Trash	Can	

Stop	with	

No	Trash	Can	
Total		Number	of	Stops	

Low-Income	 																												16		 														10		 2,733	

Non-Low-Income	 																												16		 														13		 1,204	

	

Route	Type	
Average	Age	of	Assigned	

Vehicle	(Years)	
IndyGo	Acceptable	Range	

Minority	Route	 8.5	 7.1	–	10.7	

Non-Minority	Route	 8.9	 	

Low-Income	Route	 8.8	 6.8	–	10.2	

Non-Low-Income	Route	 8.5	 	

System	Average	 8.7	 	
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The average age of vehicles on low-income and non-low-income routes was 8.8 years and 8.5 years, respectively. This 
difference of 0.3 years was within the acceptable range. This analysis of vehicle assignments found no dispropor-
tionate burdens to low-income populations.

»» Summary
Following FTA Circular 4702.1B, transit agencies must monitor their service performance against their standards and 
policies for vehicle load, vehicle headway, on-time performance, service availability, distribution of transit amenities, and 
vehicle assignments. Agencies must compare compliance to these service measures for minority routes and non-minority 
routes as well as low-income routes and non-low-income routes. 

This report used IndyGo’s disparate impact and disproportionate burden policies to evaluate compliance with its estab-
lished service standards and policies. This report found no disparate impacts to minority populations, nor did it find dispro-
portionate burdens to low-income populations, for any of the IndyGo service standards and policies.
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Figure	5:	Distribution	of	Transit	Stop	Amenities	

	

FIGURE 5: DISTRIBUTION OF TRANSIT STOP AMENITIES
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IPTC Agenda
01-26-17

Item No. A - 4

TO: Chair and Board of Directors

FROM: Annette Darrow
Director of Planning

REQUEST FOR ADOPTION OF TITLE VI POLICIES AND PROGRAM – RESOLUTION 2017-01

Background: Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits discrimination on the basis of 
race, color, or national origin in programs receiving federal financial assistance. 
To provide guidance on this issue, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
issued Circular 4702.1B in October 2012 which outlines Title VI compliance 
procedures for recipients of FTA-administered transit program funds. As a 
recipient of FTA-administered federal funding, IndyGo must meet the 
requirements established in this document.

An updated IndyGo Title VI Program is due to the FTA on February 1, 2017.
Under the FTA guidelines, IndyGo is required to seek review and approval of 
key components of its Title VI program by the IndyGo Board of Directors.  This 
includes

• Approval of the 2016 Service Improvements Service Equity Analysis: The 
service improvements implemented by IndyGo in 2016 for the opening of the 
Julia M. Carson Transit Center meet the criteria for a “major service change.” A 
Service Equity Analysis was completed to ensure a fair and equitable distribution 
of service changes throughout the IndyGo service area. The analysis found no 
disparate impacts to minority populations and no disproportionate burdens to 
low-income populations as a result of the 2016 service improvements. This 
restructuring plan and analysis was formally adopted by the board at the April 23, 
2015 meeting.

The Title VI Program follows and has no appendices attach, but the full report is 
on file and available to the public at the IndyGo Administrative Office and on-
line at www.IndyGo.net.

If approved IndyGo will submit the final board adopted program and policies to 
the Federal Transit Administration by February 1, 2017.

Recommendation:  Adopt the IndyGo 2017 Title VI Program.

Annette Darrow
Director of Planning

SERVICE MONITORING ACTION ITEM
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Appendix F
»» Survey Analysis Report
»» Passenger Survey
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»» Introduction
In 2016, ETC Institute conducted an on-board passen-
ger survey on behalf of Indianapolis Public Transportation 
Corporation (IndyGo). A total of 4,189 passenger surveys 
were collected between September 1, 2016 and Novem-
ber 22, 2016. The surveys were collected and analyzed to 
determine demographic characteristics and travel patterns 
of IndyGo riders. A summary of the analysis and findings 
from the passenger survey are detailed in this report.

»» Key Findings from Passenger Survey
Analysis of the passenger survey attempted to identify key 
travel patterns among IndyGo transit riders, determine the 
demographic characteristics of a typical IndyGo rider, and 
compare findings to general population trends within the 
IndyGo service area. Key findings from the on-board pas-
senger survey are as follows:

»» Demographics
■■ 54 percent of riders are female 

and 46 percent are male.

■■ More than 40 percent of riders are be-
tween the age of 19 and 34. 

■■ 70 percent of riders could not use a ve-
hicle in lieu of their transit trip. 

■■ The majority of riders, about 75 percent, are 
employed either full-time or part-time.

■■ More than 50 percent of riders have a house-
hold income that is less than $25,000. About 90 
percent of riders have household incomes less 
than $60,000. Less than 2 percent of transit riders 
have household incomes greater than $100,000. 

»» Travel Patterns
■■ Home and work are the most com-

mon origin and destination points.

■■ 50 percent of trips originate at the rider’s 
home while 38 percent end at their home.

■■ 24 percent of trips originate at work 
and 26 percent end at work.

■■ Walking is the primary mode of 
first and last mile mobility.

■■ 93 percent of riders walk to the 
bus stop to access transit.

■■ 95 percent of riders walk the 

last mile of their trips.

■■ In the absence of IndyGo transit services, 26 
percent of riders would not have made their trip, 
highlighting the importance of transit. With-
out transit, the remaining passengers would 
have turned to the following alternatives: 

■■ 32 percent would have rid-
den with someone else;

■■ 13 percent would have walked 
to their destination;

■■ 12 percent would have tak-
en a taxi, Uber, or Lyft;

■■ 6 percent would have driven themselves;

■■ 6 percent would have bicycled;

■■ The remaining 6 percent would have 
used car share, taken a shuttle, taken 
transit to a different location, or found 
some other form of transportation.

»» Fares
■■ The most popular method of fare types are: 1 trip 

(cash on bus), 1 day pass, and monthly pass. These 
three fare types account for 85 percent of trips. 

■■ Nearly 85 percent of passengers pay full 
fare. About 9 percent pay the disabled 
fare and 3 percent pay the senior rate. 

»» Typical Rider
In 2016, IndyGo’s typical weekday passenger is a Black/
African American between the ages of 19 and 49. The 
typical passenger is employed with a household income 
under $60,000 per year. The current IndyGo rider is transit 
dependent with limited access to a vehicle. The rider uses 
transit to travel to and from home and work. They start 
their transit trip by walking to their stop, and end their trip 
by walking to their destination. If IndyGo services are not 
available, the rider completes their journey by riding with 
a friend, walking, or skipping the trip. 

In 2009, the typical IndyGo rider was a Black/African 
American female between the ages of 35 and 49, who 
used the bus to travel to and from home and work. She 
earned less than $15,000 annually and did not have ac-
cess to a vehicle, relying on transit for mobility within Indi-
anapolis. If transit was not available, she would either ride 

SURVEY ANALYSIS REPORT
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from 2008. Just over 57 percent of households earned 
less than $50,000 in 2015, with 17 percent earning fewer 
than $15,000 that year. About 21 percent of the Indianap-
olis residents and 17 percent of the families were below 
the poverty level. 

Around 58 percent of Indianapolis residents are white, 27 
percent are Black or African American, 10 percent are His-
panic or Latino, two percent are Asian, and the remaining 
three percent of residents are American Indian, Pacific Is-
lander, or two or more races. 

with a friend or skip the trip. 

»» Demographic Comparison
The following tables compare minority riders with non-mi-
nority riders and low-income riders with non-low-income 
riders. 

»» Indianapolis Demographics
According to the 2015 American Community Survey es-
timates, Indianapolis has a population of 841,449 peo-
ple within its city limits. In 2015, about 52 percent of the 
population was female and 48 percent was male. About 
24 percent of the population was between the ages of 20 
and 34 with a median age of 34.

The American Community Survey reported a total of 
332,199 households in 2015. The median household in-
come in 2015 was $41,987, which was a $1,655 decrease 

	 Minority	Rider	 Non-Minority	Rider	
Income	 77%	with	household	incomes	under	$35k	 73%	with	household	incomes	under	$35k	

Employment	 78%	employed,	53%	full-time	 73%	employed,	52%	full-time	

Trip	Purpose	 27%	destined	for	work	 25%	destined	for	work	

Fare	Type	 65%	use	1-trip	cash	or	day	pass	 61%	use	1-trip	cash	or	day	pass	

Vehicle	Access	 71%	had	no	access	to	a	vehicle	during	their	trip	 67%	had	no	access	to	a	vehicle	during	their	trip	

Without	Transit	 25%	would	have	not	made	trip	without	transit	 29%	would	not	have	made	trip	without	transit	

Accessing	Transit	 94%	walked	to	transit	 91%	walked	to	transit	

	

	 Low-Income	Rider	 Non-Low-Income	Rider	
Employment	 72%	employed,	49%	full-time	 87%	employed,	65%	full-time	

Trip	Purpose	 24%	destined	for	work	 29%	destined	for	work	

Fare	Type	 65%	use	1-trip	cash	or	day	pass	 62%	use	1-trip	cash	or	day	pass	

Vehicle	Access	 77%	had	no	access	to	a	vehicle	during	their	trip	 65%	had	no	access	to	a	vehicle	during	their	trip	

Without	Transit	 31%	would	have	not	made	trip	without	transit	 18%	would	not	have	made	trip	without	transit	

Accessing	Transit	 93%	walked	to	transit	 92%	walked	to	transit	

Language	 7%	speak	a	language	
other	than	English	at	home		

10%	speak	a	language		
other	than	English	at	home		

	



          IndyGo 2016 On-Board Ridership Survey
Please take a few minutes to be counted as we plan the future of your transit system.

What is your HOME ADDRESS (please be specific, ex: 123 W. Main St): 
(If you are visiting the Indianapolis area, please list the hotel name or address where you are staying)

______________________________________________ ______________________ _________ _________
Street Address City State Zip Code

   11a. Did you transfer FROM another bus BEFORE getting on this bus?             Yes       No

   11b. Will you transfer TO another bus AFTER getting off this bus?                          Yes              No

11c. Please list the BUS ROUTES in the exact order you use them for this one-way trip

START      END

                   1st Route 2nd Route      3rd Route    4th Route

COMING FROM?
1. What type of place are you 

COMING FROM NOW?
(the starting place for your one-way trip)

 Work or Work Related                    
 College / University (students only)
 School K-12 (students only)           
 Doctor / Clinic / Hospital (non-work)
 Shopping
O  Social / Religious / Personal Business
 Airport (passengers only)
 Your HOME  Go to Question #4
 Other: ____________________

2. What is the NAME of the place you are 
coming from now? 

____________________________________________

3. What is the EXACT ADDRESS of this 
place? (OR Intersection if you do not know the 
exact address: )

____________________________________________

City: ______________ State: ______  Zip: ________

4. How did you GET FROM your origin (the 
place in Question #1) TO THE VERY
FIRST bus you used for this one-way 
trip?
 Walk / Wheelchair
 Bike 
 Was dropped off by someone (answer 4a)
 Drove alone and parked (answer 4a)
 Drove or rode with others and parked (answer 4a)
O  Car share (e.g. BlueIndy, etc.) (answer 4a)
O  Taxi, Uber, Lyft, etc. (answer 4a)
O  Other_____________

4a. Where did you board the FIRST bus 
you used for this one-way trip
(Nearest intersection):
________________________________________________

5. Where did you get ON this bus? Please 
provide the nearest intersection:

______________________________________________

GOING TO?
6. What type of place are you 

GOING TO NOW?
(the ending place for your one-way trip)

 Work or Work Related                    
 College / University (students only)
 School K-12 (students only)           
 Doctor / Clinic / Hospital (non-work)
 Shopping
O  Social / Religious / Personal Business
 Airport (passengers only)
 Your HOME  Go to Question #9
 Other: ____________________

7. What is the NAME of the place you are 
going to now? 

____________________________________________

8. What is the EXACT ADDRESS of this 
place? (OR Intersection if you do not know the 
exact address: )

____________________________________________

City: ______________ State: ______  Zip: ________

9. How will you GET TO your destination 
(listed in Question #6) after you get off the
LAST bus you will use for this one-way 
trip?
 Walk / Wheelchair
 Bike 
 Be picked up by someone (answer 9a)
 Get in a parked vehicle & drive alone (answer 9a)
 Get in a parked vehicle & drive/ride w/others (answer 9a)
O  Car share (e.g. BlueIndy, etc.) (answer 9a)
O  Taxi, Uber, Lyft, etc. (answer 9a)
O  Other_____________

9a. Where will you get off the LAST bus
you are using for this one-way trip (Nearest 
intersection):
________________________________________________

10.Where will you get OFF this bus? Please 
provide the nearest intersection:

______________________________________________

PASSENGER SURVEY



OTHER INFORMATION ABOUT THIS TRIP

ABOUT YOU AND YOUR HOUSEHOLD

12. What time did you BOARD this bus?           _______  :  _______  am / pm (circle one)

13. Will you (or did you) make this same trip in exactly the opposite direction today?
 No  Yes  - At what time did/will you leave for this trip in the opposite direction? ______:______ am/pm  (circle one)

       
14. What fare payment methods were used for this one-way trip? (select all that apply)
 1 Trip (Cash on bus) O 1 Day Pass          O 7 Day Pass  31 Day Pass (Monthly)
 1 Trip Ticket           O 10 Trip Pass         S Pass (If S Pass skip to Q16)       Other_________________

15. What type of fare was this?
 Youth (6-18)  Regular O Senior (65 and older) O Disabled

16. On this round trip (between the time you left home and will return home) will you or did you 
           (check all that apply)
          O No other trip        O Go to work O Go to school  O Go shopping 

O Buy a meal/beverage O Visit friend/relative or attend a religious/social event O Other errands 
O Other (please specify):___________

17. If bus services were not available, how would you have made this trip?
Would have walked Would have driven myself O Car Share (e.g. Blue Indy, etc.)
O Would have bicycled O Would have taken a taxi, Uber, Lyft, etc.   O Would not have made this trip
O Would have ridden with someone else  

18. How many days a week do you usually make this trip?
             O 6-7 days a week             O Twice a month                        O First time riding
             O 3-5 days a week             O Once a month
             O 1-2 days a week             O Less than once a month

19. Are you a visitor to the Indianapolis region?   No     Yes (if YES, please skip to Q25)

20. How many vehicles (cars, trucks, or motorcycles) are available to your household?  _________ vehicles
20a. [If #20 is more than NONE] Could you have used one of these vehicles for this trip?   Yes     No

21. Including YOU, how many people live in your household? _______ people                      

22. Including YOU, how many people (over age 15) in your household are employed full/part-time?____ people

23. What is your employment status? (check the one response that BEST describes you)
 Employed full-time (more than 30 hours per week)  Not employed  Part time temporarily employee 
 Employed part-time (less than 30 hours per week)  Full time temporarily employee  Retired

24. What is your student status? (check the one response that BEST describes you)
 Not a student  Yes – College/University/Community College  Yes – K - 12th grade
 Yes – Vocational / Technical / Trade school O Other_________________________

25. Do you have a valid driver’s license?   Yes    No

26. What is your AGE?     Under 16  16-18  19-24       25-34
 35-49       50-64   65 and over

27. What is your race / ethnicity? (check all that apply)
 American Indian/Alaska Native        Asian  Black/African/African American  Hispanic/Latino
 Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander     White  Other: ____________________

28. What is your gender?   Male    Female

         29. Which of the following BEST describes your TOTAL ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME in 2015 before taxes?
 Less than $15,000     $25,000 - $34,999  $60,000 - $99,999   $150,000 - $199,999
 $15,000 - $24,999        $35,000 - $59,999         $100,000 – $149,999  $200,000 or more       

30. Do you speak a language other than English at home?    No     Yes - Which language? _____________
30a. [If #30 is Yes] How well do you speak English?  Very Well     Well      Less than well      Not at all

31. Do you have any of the following: (check all that apply)
 Smart phone       Checking account       O Debit card       O Credit card

REGISTER TO WIN $100

Please provide your name and phone number in case we have any questions about your responses. 

Your Name: ___________________________________

Phone Number: (_____) _________________________

Thank you for your help!
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Introduction: 
In early 2014, the Indianapolis Metropolitan Planning Organization, in cooperation with the 
Indianapolis Public Transportation Corporation (IndyGo) began a Comprehensive Operational 
Analysis (COA) for the IndyGo Transit system.  Called IndyGo Forward, the planning process was 
intended to: 

• Better-align the goals and design of the IndyGo transit network with community values for 
transit; 

• Redesign transit routes in and around downtown to take advantage of the new downtown 
transit center that would open in 2016; and 

• Plan future local transit networks around anticipated IndyConnect Rapid lines. 
 
Using the IndyGo's Public Participation Plan as a guide, the consultant team and staff engaged the 
public through a series of workshops and open houses, intended to better understand the transit 
values held by the community.  Over the course of six months in 2014 and 2015, IndyGo hosted 
three meetings of a Stakeholder Advisory Group and eight public open houses; attended 19 
community meetings and events to solicit input there; and heard from the public through an online 
portal, phone comments and emailed comments.   
 
In order to reach riders who could not have attended the public open houses or used the website, 
IndyGo created a brochure for use on-board buses, at the transit center, at the IndyGo Customer 
Service Retail Center and at 26 community centers throughout Marion County. In total, about 450 
people were engaged in person, 182 individual comments were received, and a total of 1,245 
people answered questions about balancing ridership and coverage through IndyGo Forward public 
outreach.  

Service design and routing in the Proposed 2016 Network, as well as in more distant future networks, 
was informed by the input of stakeholders and the public. The highest level question about IndyGo's 
goals that was posed by the consultant team and staff was how much of its resources IndyGo should 
spend maximizing ridership, and how much it should spend providing lifeline coverage services 
regardless of ridership.  
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The Stakeholder Advisory Group and the public consistently expressed a desire for a shift towards 
more useful services, rather than a shift towards reaching more places with the same amount of 
service. While the members of the public who commented on the proposal may have been skewed 
towards riders of the existing system, the Stakeholder Advisory Group was made of mostly of people 
who do not have experience riding transit in Indianapolis. 
 
The public and stakeholders were also asked more specific questions about service and network 
design, questions that relate to the larger choice between a high-ridership network and a high-
coverage network. The mix of answers reflected a desire among most people to move towards a 
higher-ridership system. The answers indicated that a majority of respondents want higher frequency 
on existing routes, support wider route spacing than exists today, are willing to transfer during their 
trip, and don’t mind walking to more frequent service. All of these preferences are consistent with a 
transit system that focuses on maximizing ridership, rather than providing broad coverage. For 
example, reinforcing the high-level guidance that IndyGo shift towards higher ridership, a survey of 
IndyGo riders found that: 
 

• Their top three concerns about using IndyGo were:  
o 64% - The buses do not run frequently enough 
o 51% - The buses do not run late enough 
o 35% - It takes too long to get from point A to point B 

• 62% would prefer that routes be spaced every 1/2 mile, and another 20% would prefer every 
3/4 mile. (Today many existing IndyGo routes run within blocks of one another.) 

• When asked about walking to and from a transit stop, 52% said that they were willing to walk 
3 blocks, and another 31% were willing to walk 5 or more blocks. 

• 64% said they would be willing to make one transfer, and 21% would make two transfers. 

IndyGo asked about people’s willingness to walk to transit because of a concern about the new 
Downtown Transit Center. The Transit Center will obviate a loop that all IndyGo routes currently 
make around downtown. However, today some people will stay on their bus as it makes its way 
around the loop, until it reaches their stop. Once the Transit Center has opened, they will find that 
their bus route terminates at the Transit Center, and they must either transfer to another route to 
reach their destination, or walk a short distance. (An inset of the maps comparing Existing 2014 and 
Proposed 2016 downtown routing is shown on the follow page. The full map is included in Appendix 
B.) 
 
When asked about walking to and from a transit stop, 52% of respondents said that they would be 
willing to walk 3 blocks, and another 31% would be willing to walk 5 or more blocks. This offers 
reassurance that most people will be comfortable using transit downtown without the loop. 
 
As a result, a preliminary set of recommendations for 2016 is being considered and is the subject of 
this Service Equity Analysis.  The recommendations include:  
 

• Higher frequency on a smaller set of streets approaching downtown 
• Simpler and more direct downtown routing 
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• The elimination of some branches and deviations in favor of more frequent and reliable 
service 
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Project Description 
The service recommendations that are being analyzed include system-wide service design and 
frequency changes aimed at improving the usefulness of IndyGo services and thereby increasing 
ridership.  These proposals for 2016 were developed in in reference to maps showing current 
boardings, overall density of jobs and residents, and density of low-income and minority residents in 
particular.  
 
While the consultant team and staff were attuned to opportunities to get service close to census 
blocks where large numbers of low-income and minority people reside, they also kept in mind that 
low-income and minority people are extremely busy, perhaps busier than the population at large. 
They therefore stand to benefit from service changes that result in higher frequency, better reliability 
and a more legible network, despite certain cases in which individual routes would not pass as close 
to low-income or minority census blocks as they do today.  
 
Maps of the proposed changes are included in Appendix B, as are the maps used for reference 
during service planning.  
 
Table 1, below, details the proposed route changes that are the subject of this equity analysis.  
These changes form the basis of the analysis detailed in this report.  Detailed maps for each change 
are included in Appendix B and are also on the IndyGo Forward website.1 
 
 
Table 1: Proposed Route Changes  
 
Route New 

Inbound/Eastbound 
Transit Center 

Routing 

New 
Outbound/Westbound 
Transit Center Routing 

Other Route Changes 

2 Alabama -> DTC DTC -> Delaware -> North -> 
Alabama 

Eliminate select trips to 33rd and 
Downey.   
Reduce number of trips to 
Crossroads 
Service extended to Western 
Select for all weekday trips (new 
end of line). 

3 New York -> Senate -
> Ohio -> Alabama -
> DTC -> Delaware -
> New York 

Michigan -> Alabama -> 
DTC -> Delaware -> Ohio -
> Senate -> Michigan 

  

4 38th -> Central -> Ft. 
Wayne -> Alabama -> 
DTC 

DTC -> Delaware -> 
Washington -> 29th -> 
Central -> 38th 

Eliminate trips 4A via 38th Street. 
All trips will travel normal route to 
56th/Shadeland. 

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
1	
  http://www.indygo.net/news/indygo-­‐forward/	
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5 Central -> Ft. Wayne -
> Alabama -> DTC 

DTC -> Delaware -> 16th Split west side service to create 
new Route 6-Harding. 

6 Ohio -> Alabama -> 
DTC 

DTC -> Delaware -> Ohio This route will travel the same 
path as current Route 5 trips from 
downtown to 36th/Totem. 

8 Washington -> 
Maryland -> Delaware 
-> DTC -> Alabama -
> Maryland -> 
Washington 

Washington -> Alabama -> 
DTC -> Delaware -> 
Washington 

  

10 10th -> Eskenazi -> 
New York -> Senate -
> Ohio -> Alabama -
> DTC -> Delaware -
> North -> Alabama 

Fort Wayne -> Alabama -> 
DTC -> Delaware -> Ohio -
> Senate -> Michigan -> 
Eskenazi -> 10th 

  

Route New 
Inbound/Eastbound 

Transit Center 
Routing 

New 
Outbound/Westbound 
Transit Center Routing 

Other Route Changes 

11 East -> Washington -
> Alabama -> DTC 

DTC -> Delaware -> Ohio -
> College 

Eliminated trips to Crossroads 
and Western Select. All trips will 
terminate at Noble of Indiana 
(new of end line). 

12 East -> Washington -
> Alabama -> DTC 

DTC -> Delaware -> Ohio -
> East 

Eliminate Van Buren -> Wagner -
> Raymond.  
New service on Perkings between 
Van Buren and Raymond 

13 East -> Washington -
> Alabama -> DTC 

DTC -> Delaware -> Ohio -
> East 

  

14 East -> Washington -
> Alabama -> DTC 

DTC -> Delaware -> Ohio -
> East 

Eliminate Worcester -> Terrace -
> Emerson.  
New service on Southeastern 
between Worchester and 
Emerson 

15 Senate -> Ohio -> 
Alabama -> DTC 

DTC -> Delaware -> Ohio   

16 Meridian -> McCarty -
> Delaware -> DTC 

DTC -> Alabama -> 
Washington -> Pennsylvania 
-> McCarty -> Meridian 

  

17 Meridian -> Ohio -> 
Alabama -> DTC 

DTC -> Delaware -> Ohio -
> Meridian 

Eliminate 17A trips via Kessler. All 
trips will travel via Broad Ripple.  
Realign service south of 38th from 
College to Meridian 
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18 Capitol -> Maryland -
> Delaware -> DTC 

DTC -> Alabama -> 
Washington -> Delaware -> 
Ohio -> Illinois 

Eliminate select trips to 
91st/Meridian. All trips terminate 
at Keystone at The Crossing (new 
end of line). New Service to Butler 
University via 46th->Sunset-
>49thRealign service to Illinois & 
Capital south of 38th St. from 
Meridian 

19 Meridian -> Ohio -> 
Alabama -> DTC 

DTC -> Delaware -> Ohio -
> Meridian 

Realign service south of 38th from 
Central to Meridian.  

21 East -> Washington -
> Alabama -> DTC 

DTC -> Delaware -> Ohio -
> College 

Realign service at 21st/Wellesley 
to remain on 21st.   
Eliminate service to Walmart.  All 
trips will terminate at Washington 
Square Mall 

22 Shelby ->Virginia -> 
East -> Washington -
> Alabama -> DTC 

DTC -> Delaware -> Ohio -
> East -> Virginia -> Shelby 

Eliminate South -> Fletcher -> 
Shelby -> Woodlawn 

24 Missouri -> Maryland 
-> Delaware -> DTC 

DTC -> Alabama -> 
Washington -> West 

  

Route New 
Inbound/Eastbound 

Transit Center 
Routing 

New 
Outbound/Westbound 
Transit Center Routing 

Other Route Changes 

25 Capitol -> Maryland -
> Delaware -> DTC 

DTC -> Alabama -> 
Washington -> Delware -> 
Ohio -> Illinois 

Eliminate select trips to Walmart 
at 46th/Lafayette. All trips 
terminate at Renn/Moller (new 
end of line). 
Eliminate select trips to 
Speedway Shopping Center via 
25th 

28 Capitol -> Maryland -
> Delaware -> DTC 

DTC -> Alabama -> 
Washington -> Delware -> 
Ohio -> Illinois 

Eliminate segments on Spring Mill 
Road and Hoover -> 79th -> 
Ditch.New service on Westlane 
between Ditch and Hoover.New 
service to Butler University via 
46th->Sunset->49th 

31 Delaware -> DTC DTC -> Alabama -> 
Washington -> Pennsylvania 
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34 Indiana -> Senate -> 
Ohio -> Alabama -> 
DTC 

DTC -> Delware -> Ohio -> 
Senate -> Indiana 

  

37 White River -> 10th -
> St Margaret -> 
Eskenazi -> New York 
-> Senate -> Ohio -> 
Alabama -> DTC 

DTC -> Delaware -> Ohio -
> Senate -> Michigan -> St 
Margaret -> 10th -> White 
River 

  

38 38th -> College -> 
Mass Ave -> East -> 
Washington -> 
Alabama -> DTC 

DTC -> Delaware -> Ohio -
> College -> 38th 

Eliminate service to Lafayette 
Place via Lafayette Road and 
Commercial Drive.  
Realign service on Meridian to 
College 

39 Meridian -> Ohio -> 
Alabama -> DTC 

DTC -> Delaware -> Ohio -
> Meridian 

  

50     Eliminate route.  
55 East -> Washington -

> Alabama -> DTC 
DTC -> Delaware -> Ohio -
> East 

Eliminate select trips to Redcats. 
Eliminate select trips to English 
Village. 
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Title VI Background 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Section 601 states: “No persons in the United States shall, on 
the grounds of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the 
benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving federal financial 
assistance.” 
 
It is IndyGo’s responsibility to ensure that transit service and access to its facilities are equitably 
distributed and provided without regard to race, color, or national origin.  According to the U.S. 
Department of Transportation, equity in the provision of transit service means "providing equal levels 
of service to minority and non-minority residents of the urbanized area. Levels of service, in turn, are 
defined in terms of capital allocation and accessibility."2  
 
In October 2012, the Federal Transit Administration issued Circular 4702.1B, providing guidance and 
instructions on compliance with Title VI regulations.  Combined with Executive 12898, which requires 
agencies to develop and implement an integrated approach to achieving Environmental Justice for 
minority and low-income populations, the Circular outlined requirements for transit operators to 
evaluate service and fare changes to determine potentially discriminatory impacts. Facially neutral 
policies or practices that result in discriminatory effects or disparate impacts violate the U.S. D.O.T.'s 
Title VI regulations, unless the recipient can show the policies or practices are substantially justified 
and there is no less-discriminatory alternative. 
 
Per C4702.1B, all transit operators with 50 or more fixed route vehicles in peak service must develop 
written procedures to conduct an Equity Analysis through which they evaluate, prior to 
implementation, any and all service changes that exceed the transit provider’s major service change 
threshold, and to determine whether those changes would have a discriminatory impact based on 
race, color, or national origin.  Such operators are also required to establish thresholds above which 
a service change is considered "major," and when a major service change is considered to have a 
“Disparate Impact" on these protected classes of people.  
 
Low-income people, however, are not specifically a protected class under Title VI, though there is 
general recognition of ample overlap between minority and low-income populations.  Consequently, 
FTA requires transit providers to also evaluate proposed service and fare changes to determine 
whether low-income populations will bear a "Disproportionate Burden" of the changes. Under this 
requirement, transit providers must also establish the threshold for determining when a change has 
caused a “Disproportionate Burden” as a result of a major service change. 
 
In order to comply with the new guidance, IndyGo adopted a Major Service Change Policy 
(Resolution 2013-03) that defines a major service change as one that meets one or more of the 
following criteria:  
 

1) An increase or decrease in fare.  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
2	
  Transit	
  Cooperative	
  Research	
  Program,	
  Legal	
  Research	
  Digest:	
  “The	
  Impact	
  of	
  Civil	
  Rights	
  Litigation	
  Under	
  Title	
  VI	
  and	
  Related	
  Laws	
  on	
  
Transit	
  Decision	
  Making”,	
  TCRP	
  Project	
  J-­‐5,	
  Washington,	
  D.C.	
  June	
  1997	
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2) A service change that will impact 25 percent or more of the transit route miles on an existing 
route. 

3) A service change that will impact 25 percent or more of the total passengers on an existing 
route. 

4) An implementation of a new route. 
 
In addition, Resolution 2013-03 included both a Disparate Impact policy (DI) and a Disproportionate 
Burden policy (DB), quoted below: 
 

Disparate Impact Policy 
 

Disparate Impact (DI):  “A facially neutral policy or practice that disproportionately affects 
member of a group identified by race, color, or national origin.” 
 
Disparate Impact (DI) Policy: "A determination of disparate impact shall be made if the 
effects of a major service change borne by the minority population, both adverse and 
beneficial, are not within 20 percent of the effects borne by the non-minority population." 

Disproportionate Burden Policy 
  

Disproportionate Burden (DB): “A neutral policy or practice that disproportionately 
affects low-income populations more than non-low-income populations.” 
 
Disproportionate Burden (DB) Policy: "A determination of disproportionate burden 
shall be made if the effects of a major service change borne by the low income population, 
both adverse and beneficial, are not within 20 percent of the effects borne by the non-low-
income population." 

 
This IndyGo Forward 2016 Service Equity Analysis is based on the definitions and thresholds 
established by these policies: the Major Service Change Policy, the Disparate Impact Policy and the 
Disproportionate Burden Policy.  This will help ensure that any discriminatory impacts are assessed 
and mitigated, and/or determine that the changes reflect the least discriminatory action that still 
meets the agency’s established business needs.   
 
The IndyGo DI/DB threshold is defined as “not within 20 percent of the effects borne by the non-
minority [or non-poverty] population.” Taken literally, this would mean that if there were a 0% 
change to the non-minority population, the change to the minority population would also have to be 
0% (because 20% of zero is zero); it could not be -0.01%, nor +0.1%, as both would be beyond a 
20% threshold. We could therefore only conclude that the intent of the policy was to set the 
threshold as within 20 percentage points, not 20 percent, and IndyGo staff confirmed our 
interpretation. 
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With a 20 percentage point threshold, if the non-minority population experienced a +5% change in 
service, the acceptable range for minority populations would be from between -5% and +15%.  
 
Additionally, the Major Service Change policy does not specify whether system-wide service changes 
should be reviewed in totality, or at the individual route level. Individual routing changes have been 
documented and their affects measured. However, because the changes would alter the usefulness 
of the entire network, this Service Equity Analysis analyzes the cumulative changes associated with 
the 2016 network.  

Service Equity Analysis Background 
Based on IndyGo’s approved policies, an analysis should be conducted that uses data and other 
information to: 

• Determine benefits to and potential negative impacts on minority people and low-income 
people from proposed investments or actions. 

• Quantify expected effects (total, positive and negative) and disproportionate burdens or 
impacts on minority people and low-income people. 

• Determine the appropriate course of action, whether avoidance, minimization, or mitigation 
of impacts, if disproportionate burdens or impacts are found. 

Data and Definitions 
The data sources and the data definitions that were used in the analysis are described below.  
 
Data regarding ethnicity and race are provided by the U.S. Census Bureau at the block level. Census 
blocks are the smallest geographic unit used by the United States Census Bureau and are bounded 
by roadways or water features in urban areas. They do not contain equal residential population. 
 
However, data on income are only made available at the larger census block group level. A census 
block group is composed of a cluster of blocks with an estimated population of between 600 and 
3,000 people. In an urban area, block groups can be fairly small where densities are high, and larger 
where densities are low in suburban areas.  
 
Because census data does not include block-level data for income, and because blocks are a more 
appropriate size for analyzing access to transit, we interpolated block group data to individual 
blocks. In the IndyGo Forward Equity Analysis, we made the deliberate assumption that low-income 
people are homogenously distributed across each block group, and assigned them to blocks based 
on that assumption.  
 
To avoid ascribing service access to census blocks where no people live, we eliminated from the 
analyzed set of census blocks those blocks, and portions of blocks, that are currently uninhabitable 
under Indianapolis/Marion County zoning code (for example, cemeteries, parks and industrial areas). 
The remaining set included all habitable blocks, and habitable portions of blocks, in the county. 
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Definitions: 
The following definitions and descriptions were used in the IndyGo Forward Equity Analysis: 
 

Minority: For the purposes of this evaluation, minority persons are defined as those who 
self-identify as non-White or non-Caucasian. 

 
Poverty: Using the FTA definition, low-income households are those whose household 
income is at or below the poverty guidelines set by the Department of Health and Human 
Services (DHHS). In 2012, the federal poverty level was set at $23,050 in income for a family 
of four. Federal Poverty levels are shown in Appendix A. 

 
High Minority or High Poverty Census Blocks: These census blocks are those whose 
percentage of minority residents or residents in poverty is equal to or greater than the 
percent of Marion County residents who are minority or in poverty.  

 
Total Transit Vehicle Trips to Blocks:  This is the number of transit vehicle trips that 
occur within one week, that pass within 1/4 mile of any part of the census blocks in question.  
 
Existing 2014 and Proposed 2016 trips to blocks were estimated using GTFS (General Transit 
Feed Specification) data, exported from HASTUS by IndyGo. For each route, weekday trips 
were multiplied by 5, and Saturday and/or Sunday services were added, to get the weekly 
total. Those trips were then multiplied by the number of designated blocks they passed.  
 
For example, if 100 trips pass by 10 blocks, this equals 1,000 Transit Vehicle Trips to Blocks. 
This accounts for all trips that may be realized for all blocks served, and represents how much 
access to transit is provided to how many habitable census blocks. 
 
Average Transit Vehicle Trips per Block:  This measure is based on Transit Vehicle 
Trips to Blocks, but the number of weekly transit trips is averaged over the number of blocks 
past which the trips were made. This reduces a distortion in the analysis that suggests more 
service is being provided to people of interest when in fact service may simply be passing 
more census blocks.  
 
Transit Vehicle Trips x Population: This measure further reduces the distortion 
described above. In this measure, weekly transit trips on a route are weighted not by the 
number of census blocks passed, but by the estimated population of interest within each 
census block.  
 
For example, if 100 trips pass by a block that has 10 people living in it, that would equal 
1,000 trips X population; if the next census block it passes has 50 people living in it, that 
would equal 5,000 trips X population, obviously representing more access to service by more 
people.  
 



13	
   IndyGo	
  Forward	
  Service	
  Equity	
  Analysis	
  
	
  

This measure takes into account that census blocks are not home to equal numbers of 
people, and estimates the level of service access provided to people rather than to 
geographic zones.  
 
Service Area: IndyGo defines its service area as Marion County, although a couple of 
existing routes extend beyond Marion County borders, and a few enclosed areas do not 
contribute to IndyGo funding. 
 
Service Buffer: The service buffer established for this analysis was 1/2 mile wide, i.e. 1/4 
mile on each side of a route. The buffer was not defined by individual transit stops, but rather 
by the line. The assumption that anyone in a census block that is touched by the buffer can 
access transit is obviously not true, nor is it the case that anyone in a census block outside 
that buffer can't access transit.  

 
Appendix D presents the identification numbers for the high-minority, high-poverty, non-minority 
and non-poverty census block groups that were established in this Equity Analysis.  
 

American Community Survey  
The American Community Survey (ACS) is an ongoing statistical survey by the U.S. Census Bureau.  It 
regularly gathers information previously contained only in the long form of the decennial census and 
provides the most accurate data available for the income and minority status of IndyGo service area 
at the census block group level. T 
 
he data is provided in one-year, three-year and five-year estimate.  The five-year estimates represent 
the largest sample, which increases the statistical validity of the data. 
 
For purposes of the IndyGo Forward Equity Analysis, we used the following data: 
 

• ACS Summarized Data 2008-2012 5-year summary file by block group 
• Table B01003 Total Population 
• Table B02001 Race 
• Table B17021 Poverty Status of Individuals in the Past 12 Months by Living Arrangement 
• Route design and trip totals  from HASTUS-exported GTFS shapefiles for IndyGo’s Existing 

2014 and Proposed 2016 routes 

Service Equity Analysis Methodology 
For the IndyGo Forward Service Equity Analysis we used a Geographic Information System (GIS)-
based approach to compare the distribution of impacts and benefits to all residents and to minority 
people and people in poverty. The analysis involved the following steps: 
 

1. Develop map with current and proposed service routes and numbers of trips. 
2. Allocate current and proposed transit trips to census blocks based on whether any part of 

each census block falls within the service buffer. 
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3. Determine the difference between the two scenarios for each census block and for the system 
in terms of: Total Transit Vehicle Trips to Blocks, Average Transit Vehicle Trips per Block, and 
Transit Vehicles Trips x Population. 

4. Sum the degree of change that would be experienced under the Proposed 2016 scenario, by 
those three measures, for each route for each census block.  

5. Using an Excel Pivot table, sum the trips provided by all routes, to each block. Join that data 
to the original block shapefiles containing census data. (The result is one shapefile set that 
contains census data, the Existing 2014 network’s service access data, and the Proposed 2016 
network’s service access data.) 

6. Compare degrees of change experienced by each group to the thresholds established in the 
Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden policies to determine if the proposed changes 
would result in discriminatory impacts. 

 
The basis of this analysis, common to all three service-access measures used, is the number of weekly 
trips made by each route. Changes to transit frequency or span are captured in this way; in fact, even 
the addition or subtraction of one single vehicle trip on a route is captured by this method.  
 
Total Transit Vehicle Trips To Blocks 
We analyzed whether the change in Total Transit Vehicle Trips to Blocks for minority and poverty 
populations would be within ± 10% points of the change for non-minority and non-poverty 
populations.  The formula can be expressed as:  
 

%  Change  in  Transit  Vehicle  Trips  to  Blocks  for  a  population  of  interest,  if  n  is  the  number  of  blocks  in  the  service  area  =  
  

Total  Proposed  2016  Transit  Vehicle  Trips  to  Blocks  –  Total  Existing  2014  Transit  Vehicle  Trips  to  Blocks
Total  Existing  2014  Transit  Vehicle  Trips  to  Blocks

=  

  
Proposed  2016  Transit  Vehicle  Trips  to  Block  i −!

!!! Existing  2014  Transit  Vehicle  Trips  to  Block  i!
!!!

Existing  2014  Transit  Vehicle  Trips  to  Block  i!
!!!

  

  
We also looked at two other metrics in an attempt to capture the most comprehensive view of the 
data; one that averages the trips per census block and the other than weights the data by population 
density within the blocks.   
 
Average Transit Vehicle Trips per Block 
The Average Trips per Blocks analysis was used to reduce the positive effect of simply drawing a 
route to touch more census blocks of unspecified population. The formula can be expressed as:  
 

%  Change  in  Average  Transit  Vehicle  Trips  per  Block  for  a  population  of  interest  =  
  

Proposed  2016  Avg.  Transit  Vehicle  Trips  per  Block  –  Existing  2014  Avg.  Transit  Vehicle  Trips  per  Block
Existing  2014  Avg.  Transit  Vehicle  Trips  per  Block  

=  

  
Total  Proposed  2016  Transit  Vehicle  Trips  to  Blocks

Served  Blocks  in  Proposed  2016  Network  for  pop.  of  interest   –  
Total  Existing  2014  Transit  Vehicle  Trips  to  Blocks

Served  Blocks  in  Existing  2014  Network  for  pop.  of  interest
Existing  2014  Transit  Vehicle  Trips  to  Blocks

Served  Blocks  in  Existing  2014  Network  for  pop.  of  interest
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Transit Vehicle Trips Weighted By Population 
In this measure, weekly transit trips on a route are weighted not by the number of census blocks 
passed, but by the estimated population of interest within each census block that is passed. If 
population were equal across all census blocks, then this addition method would not tell us anything 
new; but because total population and demographics vary so widely among census blocks, only this 
measure captures how many people can access transit service today and could access it under the 
Proposed 2016 changes. 
 
This formula can be expressed as:  
 

%  Change  in  Weighted  Transit  Vehicle  Trips  for  a  population  of  interest  =  
  

Total  Proposed  2016  Weighted  Transit  Vehicle  Trips − Total  Existing  2014  Weighted  Transit  Vehicle    Trips
Total  Existing  2014  Weighted  Transit  Vehicle    Trips

  

  
[(residents  of    Block  𝑖𝑖) Proposed  2016  Transit  Vehicle  Trips  to  Block  i  –  Existing  2014  Transit  Vehicle  Trips  to  Block  i ]!

!!!
[(residents  of    Block  𝑖𝑖) Existing  2014  Transit  Vehicle  Trips  to  Block  i ]!

!!!
  

  

Additional Analysis 
We also reviewed the added and eliminated segments of routes to determine whether they would 
occur in predominantly minority or low-income neighborhoods. This included a visual review of 
mapped changes for each route, as well as a tabular analysis of the service additions and 
eliminations. This analysis was also used during service planning to ensure that the policies and 
values behind the service recommendations would not result in overall negative impacts to minority 
people and people in poverty. 
 
A pair of maps showing the Proposed 2016 network, with existing IndyGo route segments that would 
be eliminated highlighted, and with high-minority and high-poverty census blocks highlighted in the 
background, is included in Appendix B. 
 
Also in Appendix B are maps for each individual route showing changes, and the positive and 
negative access impacts on high-minority and high-poverty census blocks. 

Results 
As previously described, this Service Equity Analysis includes three different measures of service 
access that could result from proposed service restructuring. We considered all three measures to 
ensure that the impacts associated with the restructuring were thoroughly considered, from multiple 
perspectives. We believe that the Transit Trips x Population method measures the outcome that 
Indianapolis community members, and the FTA, care about the most: access to service by minority 
people and people in poverty. However, we have documented the results of using all three measures 
and methods, below. 
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Based on the results from the three different measures described above, and IndyGo policies, we 
find that minority people and people in poverty would not suffer discriminatory impacts as a result of 
the 2016 proposal.   
	
  

Overview 
While it does not answer the questions posed by IndyGo's DI/DB policy, it is sometimes helpful to 
look at the total service access provided by different scenarios to populations of interest.  
Approximately 6,437,898 Transit Vehicle Trips to Blocks take place in the Existing 2014 network. Of 
that total, 3,001,038 trips (47%) serve high-minority census blocks, and 3,395,481 (53%) serve high-
poverty census blocks. (35.8% of Marion County residents are minority, and 19.0% are in poverty.)   
 
In the 2016 proposal, the total number of Transit Vehicle Trips to Blocks would increase by about 
203,000 annual trips. In other words, the realignment of service would bring it closer to more 
habitable census blocks. The proportion of Transit Vehicle Trips that serve high-minority and high-
poverty blocks would remain about the same as in the Existing 2014 network (48% and 51%, 
respectively).   
 
We also measured the how many of the new transit trips to census blocks under the 2016 Proposal 
would serve each type of census block, and how many of the eliminated trips would be no longer 
serving each type of census block. Both additions and eliminations would affect more high-minority 
and high-poverty blocks than non-minority and non-poverty blocks. In other words, minority and low-
income census block residents would experience a greater degree of change - both positive and 
negative - than others, in a transition to the Proposed 2016 network. 
 
While there is a slight reduction in the proportion of Transit Vehicle Trips to Blocks that are serving 
high-poverty blocks, it is likely that this is the result of eliminating the Ohio Street loop downtown. 
While very few people live downtown, the downtown census blocks are mostly non-poverty (though 
they are also low-population). Concentrating trips onto fewer streets near the Transit Center would 
bring more transit trips nearer to habitable blocks, and would eliminate the transfer difficulties, 
reliability challenges and out-of-direction travel of today's Ohio Street loop. However, it would also 
bring all the regional service past those low-population, non-poverty census blocks. This shows up in 
this particular methodology as a large increase in service access by those downtown non-poverty 
blocks.  
 
A table summarizing the addition and elimination of trips to the four categories of census blocks is 
included in Appendix C of this report.  
 
Tables showing the results for the three measures described below are also in Appendix C. 

Transit Vehicle Trips To Blocks 
In using Transit Vehicle Trips to Blocks to measure service access, we found that the acceptable 
range of change for high-minority blocks would be between -9.4% and +10.6%. The Proposed 2016 
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service changes would result in a 6.1% increase to high-minority blocks, which is within the 
acceptable range and also higher than the change experienced by non-minority blocks (0.6%). 
 
The acceptable range of change for high-poverty blocks would be between -3.3% and +16.7%. The 
Proposed 2016 changes would result in a very slight decrease in service access (-0.4%) to high-
poverty blocks, which is within the acceptable range. Service access to non-poverty blocks would 
increase by 7.2%. As described above, much of this increase is caused by the elimination of the 
downtown loop and its replacement with higher-frequency corridors that go straight to the new 
Transit Center. 
 

Average Transit Vehicle Trips Per Block 
In using Average Transit Vehicle Trips per Block to measure service access, we found that the 
acceptable range of change for high-minority blocks would be between -7.5% and +12.5%.  The 
Proposed 2016 service changes would result in a 7.6% increase to high-minority blocks, which is 
within the acceptable range and is also higher than the change experienced by non-minority blocks 
(+2.5%). 
 
The acceptable range of change for high-poverty blocks would be between +0.5% and +20.5%. The 
Proposed 2016 changes would result in no measureable change service access (0%) to high-poverty 
blocks, which is not within the acceptable range (it is 0.5 percentage points too low). By this 
measure, service access would increase for non-poverty blocks but it would stay the same for high-
poverty blocks, and the difference between the two impacts would be slightly bigger than is 
acceptable. 
 

Transit Vehicle Trips Weighted By Population 
 
As described above, if census blocks contained equal numbers of people, and equal numbers of 
minority people and people in poverty, there would be no benefit to measuring service access for 
the different populations living in each census block. Unfortunately, census blocks contain very 
different numbers and types of people. As a result, for example, a route that serves 10 census blocks 
containing just 10,000 people appears (by the two measures above) to be providing the same 
amount of service access as a route that serves 10 census blocks containing 20,000 people.  
 
In using Transit Vehicle Trips x Population to measure service access, we found that the acceptable 
range of change for high-minority blocks would be between -9.6% and +10.4%.  The Proposed 2016 
service changes would result in a 6.4% increase to high-minority blocks, which is within the 
acceptable range and is also higher than the change experienced by non-minority blocks (+0.4%). 
 
The acceptable range of change for high-poverty blocks would be between -3.2% and +16.8%. The 
Proposed 2016 changes would result a 1.2% increase in service access to high-poverty blocks, which 
is within the acceptable range, though it is less than the increase in service access to people in non-
poverty blocks. 
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Conclusions 
Two of the three measures we used indicate that implementing the Proposed 2016 Network would 
not have disparate impacts on minority residents of Marion County. One of measures suggests that 
people in poverty would bear a disproportionate burden.  
 
Given the closeness of the third measure (which takes into account census block population) to the 
values underlying the DI/DB policy and Title VI itself; that this measure found no Disproportionate 
Burdens or Disparate Impacts; and that one of the other two measures showed the same, we 
conclude that implementing the Proposed 2016 network would not results in Disparate Impacts or a 
Disproportionate Burden.   
 
The table below summarizes the results of these three measures. 
 

Measure of Service Access  
Acceptable Range 
(Minority Impacts) 

Acceptable Range 
(Poverty Impacts) 

Transit Vehicle Trips to Blocks Within Within 

Average Transit Vehicle Trips per 
Block 

Within Not Within 

Transit Vehicle Trips to Blocks x 
Population 

Within Within 
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Appendix A:  
 

2012 Poverty Guidelines for the 
48 Contiguous States and the Distr ict of Columbia 

 
Persons in family/Household Poverty Guideline 
1 $11,170 
2 $15,130 
3 $19,090 
4 $23,050 
5 $27,010 
6 $30,970 
7 $34,930 
8 $38,890 
For famil ies/households with more than 8 persons, add $3,950 for 
each additional person 
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Appendix B:  

Maps 
 

1. Proposed 2016 Network showing eliminated segments and change in Transit Vehicle Trips to 

Blocks 

2. Proposed 2016 network showing eliminated segments and high-minority census blocks 

3. Proposed 2016 network showing eliminated segments and high-poverty census blocks 

4. Density of minority people in Marion County 

5. Density of people in poverty in Marion County 

6. Downtown routing comparison (2014 Existing to 2016 Proposed) 

7. Northside routing comparison (2014 Existing to 2016 Proposed) 

8. Route-by-route change maps showing impacts to high-minority blocks 

9. Route-by-route change maps showing impacts to high-poverty blocks 
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Appendix C:  

Tables 
	
  

1. Results of Transit Vehicle Trips to Blocks measure 

2. Results of Average Transit Vehicles Trips per Block measure 

3. Results of Transit Vehicle Trips to Blocks x Population measure  

4. Trip Addition and Elimination subtotals 
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Appendix D:  
 
Census Block Identif ication Numbers (ACS Summarized Data 2008-2012) 
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Minority Block 
Groups 

Non Minority Block 
Groups 

Low Income Block 
Groups 

Non Low Income 
Block Groups 
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180973101033 180571111022 180816103001 180571111022 

180973210023 180973211003 180973308041 180973203012 

180973309004 180973408001 180973425001 180973219003 

180973421011 180973551003 180973526004 180973406001 

180973525001 180973579002 180973570002 180973571004 

180973605022 180973702023 180973608001 180973802002 

180973101041 180973901022 180816104011 180571111023 

180973211001 180571111023 180973308042 180973203013 

180973310001 180973212001 180973425002 180973219004 

180973422002 180973408002 180973526005 180973406002 

180973526001 180973553001 180973570003 180973575001 

180973606023 180973579003 180973609003 180973803001 

180973101042 180973702024 180973101042 180571111024 

180973211002 180973904042 180973308051 180973203031 

180973310002 180571111024 180973425003 180973220001 

180973426005 180973212002 180973527001 180973407001 

180973526002 180973409012 180973570004 180973575003 

180973608001 180973553002 180973609005 180973804022 

180973101043 180973580001 180973102011 180632106042 

180973211004 180973703011 180973308052 180973203032 

180973310003 180973904043 180973425004 180973221003 

180973501001 180632106042 180973527002 180973408001 

180973526003 180973212003 180973571001 180973576004 

180973609004 180973409022 180973611004 180973804031 

180973101051 180973554001 180973102032 180632106043 

180973214002 180973580002 180973308053 180973203041 



25	
   IndyGo	
  Forward	
  Service	
  Equity	
  Analysis	
  
	
  

180973310004 180973703012 180973426001 180973222001 

180973501002 180973904051 180973528001 180973408002 

180973526005 180632106043 180973571002 180973579001 

180973609005 180973212004 180973612002 180973804032 

180973101052 180973409023 180973102042 180632106063 

180973216002 180973554003 180973308061 180973203042 

180973310005 180973581001 180973426002 180973222002 

180973503001 180973703023 180973533001 180973409012 
Minority Block 
Groups 

Non Minority Block 
Groups 

Low Income Block 
Groups 

Non Low Income 
Block Groups 
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180973527001 180973904052 180973571003 180973579003 

180973616001 180632106063 180973613003 180973804033 

180973101061 180973213001 180973103051 180632106071 

180973217004 180973410001 180973308062 180973203043 

180973401022 180973555001 180973426003 180973223001 

180973503002 180973581002 180973535001 180973409022 

180973527002 180973802001 180973572001 180973580001 

180973803004 180973907003 180973614001 180973804041 

180973101062 180632106071 180973103052 180816104015 

180973219003 180973213002 180973309002 180973203044 

180973401081 180973410002 180973426004 180973223003 

180973503003 180973555002 180973535002 180973409023 

180973528001 180973581003 180973572002 180973602022 

180973806001 180973802002 180973702011 180973804043 

180973101102 180973908001 180973103061 180816106062 

180973220001 180816103001 180973309004 180973204001 

180973401082 180973214003 180973426005 180973224001 

180973504001 180973411003 180973536001 180973409024 

180973533001 180973555003 180973572003 180973603012 

180973810011 180973602012 180973702022 180973805012 

180973101111 180973802003 180973103063 180973101031 

180973220002 180973908002 180973310001 180973204002 

180973401091 180816104011 180973501001 180973224002 

180973504002 180973214004 180973536002 180973410001 

180973535001 180973417001 180973572004 180973604011 

180973810013 180973556001 180973702023 180973807002 
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180973101112 180973603012 180973103082 180973101033 

180973220003 180973803001 180973401022 180973205001 

180973401101 180973909002 180973503001 180973226001 

180973504003 180816104015 180973536003 180973410002 

180973535002 180973216003 180973573001 180973604012 

180973812032 180973417003 180973702024 180973808002 

180973102011 180973557001 180973103091 180973101041 

180973221001 180973605011 180973401081 180973205002 

180973401102 180973803002 180973503002 180973226004 

180973505001 180973909003 180973536004 180973411002 

180973536001 180816106062 180973573002 180973604042 
Minority Block 
Groups 

Non Minority Block 
Groups 

Low Income Block 
Groups 

Non Low Income 
Block Groups 
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180973905001 180973217001 180973802001 180973808003 

180973102012 180973417004 180973103092 180973101043 

180973221002 180973557002 180973401082 180973206001 

180973401103 180973605013 180973503003 180973227001 

180973505002 180973803003 180973542001 180973417004 

180973536003 180973910001 180973574001 180973604051 

180973905002 180973101031 180973802003 180973809021 

180973102031 180973217002 180973103122 180973101051 

180973221003 180973419021 180973401091 180973206002 

180973401111 180973557003 180973505002 180973227002 

180973505003 180973605021 180973542002 180973419021 

180973536004 180973803005 180973574002 180973604052 

180973906001 180973910002 180973803002 180973809022 

180973102032 180973101081 180973201083 180973101052 

180973222001 180973217003 180973402011 180973207001 

180973402011 180973419032 180973505003 180973227003 

180973506001 180973559001 180973544001 180973419022 

180973542003 180973605023 180973574003 180973605011 

180973906002 180973804021 180973803003 180973809023 

180973102041 180973910003 180973202041 180973101061 

180973223002 180973102033 180973402012 180973208001 

180973402012 180973218001 180973506003 180973301032 

180973506002 180973420001 180973545002 180973419033 

180973547001 180973559002 180973574004 180973605022 

180973907001 180973606011 180973803004 180973810012 

180973102042 180973804022 180973202042 180973101062 
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180973224002 180973201051 180973402022 180973208002 

180973402023 180973218002 180973506004 180973301051 

180973506003 180973421012 180973547001 180973420001 

180973548001 180973559003 180973575002 180973605023 

180973907002 180973606012 180973803005 180973810014 

180973102043 180973804023 180973209021 180973101081 

180973224003 180973201061 180973403001 180973208003 

180973403001 180973218003 180973507001 180973301053 

180973506004 180973422001 180973547002 180973420002 

180973548003 180973562001 180973575004 180973606011 

180973909001 180973606013 180973804021 180973810021 
Minority Block 
Groups 

Non Minority Block 
Groups 

Low Income Block 
Groups 

Non Low Income 
Block Groups 
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180973103051 180973804031 180973209031 180973101102 

180973225001 180973201062 180973403002 180973209011 

180973403003 180973218004 180973507002 180973301063 

180973506005 180973422003 180973548001 180973421011 

180973549001 180973564002 180973576001 180973606012 

180973103052 180973606014 180973804023 180973810023 

180973225002 180973804032 180973209032 180973101111 

180973403004 180973201071 180973403003 180973209012 

180973507001 180973219001 180973508001 180973304011 

180973549002 180973423002 180973548002 180973422001 

180973103053 180973564003 180973576002 180973606013 

180973226001 180973606021 180973804034 180973811011 

180973403005 180973804033 180973209033 180973101112 

180973507002 180973201072 180973403005 180973209013 

180973550003 180973219002 180973508002 180973304012 

180973103061 180973423003 180973548003 180973422003 

180973226002 180973569001 180973576003 180973606014 

180973404001 180973606022 180973804042 180973811022 

180973508001 180973804034 180973210011 180973102012 

180973554002 180973201091 180973404001 180973209014 

180973103062 180973219004 180973509002 180973304013 

180973226003 180973424001 180973549001 180973423002 

180973404003 180973569002 180973578001 180973606022 

180973508002 180973606024 180973805021 180973812011 

180973559004 180973804041 180973210012 180973102031 

180973103063 180973201092 180973404002 180973209022 
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180973226004 180973222002 180973510001 180973305001 

180973405002 180973425001 180973549002 180973425005 

180973509001 180973569003 180973578002 180973606024 

180973562002 180973607001 180973805022 180973812041 

180973103082 180973804042 180973211004 180973102033 

180973227001 180973202021 180973404003 180973210021 

180973405003 180973223001 180973510002 180973305003 

180973509002 180973425002 180973550001 180973501002 

180973564001 180973569004 180973579002 180973607001 

180973103091 180973607002 180973805023 180973812051 

180973227002 180973804043 180973216003 180973102041 
Minority Block 
Groups 

Non Minority Block 
Groups 

Low Income Block 
Groups 

Non Low Income 
Block Groups 
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  Analysis	
  
	
  

180973406001 180973202022 180973405003 180973210022 

180973510001 180973223003 180973510003 180973306001 

180973570004 180973425003 180973550002 180973504001 

180973103092 180973570001 180973579004 180973608002 

180973227003 180973608002 180973806001 180973901022 

180973406002 180973805012 180973219002 180973102043 

180973510002 180973202023 180973406003 180973210023 

180973573002 180973224001 180973512001 180973307002 

180973103111 180973425004 180973550003 180973504002 

180973301061 180973570002 180973580002 180973609001 

180973406003 180973609001 180973806003 180973904042 

180973510003 180973805021 180973220002 180973103053 

180973574004 180973202031 180973406004 180973211001 

180973103113 180973301032 180973512002 180973308032 

180973301063 180973425005 180973551001 180973504003 

180973406004 180973570003 180973581001 180973609002 

180973512001 180973609002 180973807001 180973904051 

180973579004 180973805022 180973220003 180973103062 

180973103121 180973202042 180973406005 180973211002 

180973302021 180973301051 180973515001 180973309001 

180973406005 180973426001 180973551002 180973505001 

180973512002 180973571001 180973581002 180973609004 

180973601011 180973609003 180973810011 180973904052 

180973103122 180973805023 180973221001 180973103111 

180973302023 180973202043 180973407002 180973211003 

180973407001 180973301052 180973515002 180973309003 
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   IndyGo	
  Forward	
  Service	
  Equity	
  Analysis	
  
	
  

180973515001 180973426002 180973551003 180973506001 

180973601012 180973571002 180973581003 180973610001 

180973103123 180973610001 180973810013 180973906001 

180973305001 180973806003 180973221002 180973103113 

180973407002 180973203011 180973407003 180973212001 

180973515002 180973301053 180973515003 180973310002 

180973601021 180973426003 180973553002 180973506002 

180973201081 180973571003 180973601011 180973610002 

180973305002 180973610002 180973810022 180973908001 

180973407003 180973807001 180973223002 180973103121 

180973515003 180973203012 180973409021 180973212002 

Minority Block 
Groups 

Non Minority Block 
Groups 

Low Income Block 
Groups 

Non Low Income 
Block Groups 
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   IndyGo	
  Forward	
  Service	
  Equity	
  Analysis	
  
	
  

180973601022 180973301062 180973516002 180973310003 

180973201082 180973426004 180973554001 180973506005 

180973305003 180973571004 180973601012 180973611001 

180973409021 180973611001 180973812031 180973908002 

180973516002 180973807002 180973224003 180973103123 

180973602011 180973203013 180973411001 180973212003 

180973201083 180973304011 180973517001 180973310004 

180973306003 180973516001 180973554002 180973509001 

180973409024 180973572001 180973601021 180973611002 

180973517001 180973611002 180973812032 180973909002 

180973602013 180973808002 180973225001 180973201051 

180973202032 180973203031 180973411003 180973212004 

180973307003 180973304012 180973517002 180973310005 

180973411001 180973525002 180973554003 180973516001 

180973517002 180973572002 180973601022 180973611003 

180973602021 180973611003 180973812042 180973909003 

180973202041 180973808003 180973225002 180973201061 

180973308031 180973203032 180973412001 180973213001 

180973411002 180973304013 180973517003 180973401011 

180973517003 180973525003 180973556001 180973519002 

180973602022 180973572003 180973602011 180973612001 

180973209012 180973611004 180973812043 180973910003 

180973308032 180973809021 180973226002 180973201062 

180973412001 180973203041 180973412002 180973213002 

180973519001 180973306001 180973519001 180973401012 

180973603011 180973525004 180973557001 180973523001 
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  Equity	
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180973209013 180973572004 180973602012 180973612003 

180973308033 180973612001 180973901021 180973201071 

180973412002 180973809022 180973226003 180973214002 

180973519002 180973203042 180973412003 180973401013 

180973603021 180973306004 180973519003 180973525002 

180973209014 180973526004 180973557002 180973613001 

180973308041 180973573001 180973602013 180973201072 

180973412003 180973612002 180973904043 180973214003 

180973519003 180973809023 180973301052 180973401021 

180973603022 180973203043 180973416001 180973525003 

180973209021 180973307001 180973521001 180973613002 
Minority Block 
Groups 

Non Minority Block 
Groups 

Low Income Block 
Groups 

Non Low Income 
Block Groups 
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  Equity	
  Analysis	
  
	
  

180973308042 180973533002 180973557003 180973201081 

180973416001 180973574001 180973602021 180973214004 

180973521001 180973612003 180973905001 180973401101 

180973604011 180973810012 180973301061 180973533002 

180973209022 180973203044 180973416002 180973614003 

180973308051 180973307002 180973521002 180973201082 

180973416002 180973533003 180973559001 180973216002 

180973521002 180973574002 180973603011 180973401102 

180973604012 180973613001 180973905002 180973533003 

180973209031 180973810014 180973301062 180973614004 

180973308053 180973204001 180973417001 180973201091 

180973417002 180973308052 180973521003 180973217001 

180973521003 180973536002 180973559003 180973401103 

180973604013 180973574003 180973603021 180973542003 

180973209032 180973613002 180973906002 180973614005 

180973308061 180973810021 180973302021 180973201092 

180973419022 180973204002 180973417002 180973217002 

180973523001 180973401011 180973523002 180973401111 

180973604021 180973542001 180973559004 180973545001 

180973209033 180973575001 180973603022 180973616001 

180973308062 180973613003 180973907001 180973202021 

180973419031 180973810022 180973302023 180973217003 

180973523002 180973205001 180973417003 180973401131 

180973604041 180973401012 180973524001 180973553001 

180973210011 180973542002 180973564001 180973702012 

180973309001 180973575002 180973604013 180973202022 
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  Equity	
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180973419033 180973614001 180973907002 180973217004 

180973524001 180973810023 180973305002 180973401132 

180973604042 180973205002 180973419031 180973555001 

180973210012 180973401013 180973524002 180973702013 

180973309002 180973544001 180973564002 180973202023 

180973419041 180973575003 180973604021 180973218001 

180973524002 180973614003 180973907003 180973402021 

180973604051 180973811011 180973306003 180973555002 

180973210021 180973206001 180973419032 180973702014 

180973309003 180973401021 180973524003 180973202031 

180973420002 180973545001 180973564003 180973218002 
Minority Block 
Groups 

Non Minority Block 
Groups 

Low Income Block 
Groups 

Non Low Income 
Block Groups 
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  Service	
  Equity	
  Analysis	
  
	
  

180973524003 180973575004 180973604041 180973402023 

180973604052 180973614004 180973909001 180973555003 

  180973811022 180973306004 180973702021 

  180973206002 180973419041 180973202032 

  180973401131 180973525001 180973218003 

  180973545002 180973569001 180973403004 

  180973576001 180973605013 180973559002 

  180973614005 180973910001 180973703011 

  180973812011 180973307001 180973202043 

  180973207001 180973421012 180973218004 

  180973401132 180973525004 180973405001 

  180973547002 180973569002 180973562001 

  180973576002 180973605021 180973703012 

  180973702011 180973910002 180973203011 

  180973812031 180973307003 180973219001 

  180973208001 180973422002 180973405002 

  180973402021 180973526001 180973562002 

  180973548002 180973569003 180973703023 

  180973576003 180973606021   

  180973702012 180973308031   

  180973812041 180973423003   

  180973208002 180973526002   

  180973402022 180973569004   

  180973550001 180973606023   

  180973576004 180973308033   

  180973702013 180973424001   
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   IndyGo	
  Forward	
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  Equity	
  Analysis	
  
	
  

  180973812042 180973526003   

  180973208003 180973570001   

  180973403002 180973607002   

  180973550002     

  180973578001     

  180973702014     

  180973812043     

  180973209011     

  180973404002     

  180973551001     

  180973578002     
Minority Block 
Groups 

Non Minority Block 
Groups 

Low Income Block 
Groups 

Non Low Income 
Block Groups 

  180973702021     

  180973812051     

  180973210022     

  180973405001     

  180973551002     

  180973579001     

  180973702022     

  180973901021     
 
  



40	
   IndyGo	
  Forward	
  Service	
  Equity	
  Analysis	
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INDIANAPOLIS PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION CORPORATION 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS BOARD MEETING 

MINUTES 

 

Thursday, April 23, 2015 
 
 
The Board of Directors of Indianapolis Public Transportation Corporation met on Thursday, April 
23, 2015, at 5 p.m. at the office of the Corporation.  Present were board members Danny 
Crenshaw, Alan Rowland, Juan Gonzalez, Tommie Jones, Mark Fisher and Greg Bedan.  Gregory 
Hahn was not present. 
 
Also present: Michael A. Terry- President/CEO, Jill Russell- General Counsel, Mike Birch- 
VP/COO, Nancy Manley, VP of Finance/Controller, Phalease Crichlow- VP of HR, Roscoe Brown- 
VP of Business Development and other members of staff.  Members of the public were also 
present.  
 
Danny Crenshaw called the April 23, 2015 Indianapolis Public Transportation Corporation Board 
of Directors’ Meeting to order. 
 
RECOGNITIONS –  
Mike Birch, VP/COO, presented plaques to the March 2015 IndyGo Roadeo finalists - 3rd place - 
William Wilson (1-1/2 yr employee), 2nd place - John Redmond (2 year employee) and 1st place 
- Michael Hale (21 yr. employee).  Mr. Hale will represent IndyGo at the National Roadeo 
Competition in Fort Worth, Texas in May. 

 
Action Items 

ACTION ITEM 1: CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM THE BOARD MEETING HELD ON MARCH 26, 
2015. 
 
Mr. Crenshaw asked if everyone had an opportunity to review the minutes from the February 
26th board meeting and if there were any changes or amendments.  The motion by Tommie 
Jones to accept the minutes from the March 26th board meeting was seconded by Juan 
Gonzalez and carried unanimously.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

SERVICE RESTRUCTURING MINUTES
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ACTION ITEM 2: CONSIDERATION AND APPROVAL OF VENDOR CONTRACT FOR SOLAR PROJECT (CONSTRUCTION) 
Mike Birch, Vice President/COO, presented the action item.   
 
IndyGo received a State of Good Repair grant that included rehabilitation services for critical 
infrastructure to the main garage facility.  A $2.3 million portion of this grant must be spent on 
a solar power project and staff identified a roof mounted solar farm as the project that would 
have the most impact on operating costs.  The solar farm will collect solar energy and transfer it 
into electricity that can then be used to offset electrical costs to the facility. 
 
Telemon designed a roof mounted photovoltaic (PV) system to be placed on the south end of 
the facility over the bus storage area.  The PV system will generate 1,274,000 KwH per year, 
which will offset a significant amount of energy costs once the system is in operation. 
 
IFB 15-03-196 was released on March 16, 2015 and staff received five (5) bids, three (3) of 
which were found to be responsive and responsible. 
 
This procurement is funded with a State of Good Repair Grant using 5309 funds with 80% federal 
and 20% local match. 
 
 
Board Discussion:  
Juan Gonzalez stated that the Finance Committee is in favor of this procurement.  When Alan 
Rowland asked the completion date, Mr. Birch stated September 2015. 
 
When Tommie Jones asked what the savings would be using solar panels, Mr. Birch stated that 
once it is metered, staff will be able to determine the savings and energy.  The Board will be 
notified as soon as some figures are available. 
 
The motion by Juan Gonzalez to authorize entering into a contract with Ermco, Inc. to 
provide labor, materials, equipment, and supplies for the roof mounted photovoltaic system 
for an amount not to exceed $2,200,000.00 was seconded by Tommie Jones and carried 
unanimously. 
 
ACTION ITEM 3: CONSIDERATION AND APPROVAL OF VENDOR CONTRACT FOR VEHICLE FILTERS 
 
Mike Birch presented the action item.   
In 2010, staff decided to consolidate the fleet filters to one vendor. Contracting these filters 
saved IPTC approximately $75,000 over the past five years.  
 
Staff is seeking to enter into a 2 year contract with 3 one year options. With the contracted 
volume pricing there is a projected savings of approximately $18,760 per year in comparison to 
catalog pricing. This equates to a projected savings of $93,800 over the length of the contract.   
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On March 16, 2015 IPTC released IFB 15-03-197 Vehicle Filters and on April 13, 2015, six bids 
were received with four (4) found to be responsive and responsible.  Two of the vendors 
were found non-responsive due to inability to provide all the filters as requested. 
 
Board Discussion:  
Juan Gonzalez stated that the Finance Committee approves this procurement.   
 
The motion by Alan Rowland to approve entering into a Filters Contract with Muncie Transit 
Supply for a two-year period, with three (3) one-year renewal options, for a total amount not to 
exceed $285,000 for the entire length of the contract was seconded by Juan Gonzalez and 
carried unanimously. 
 
 
ACTION ITEM 4: CONSIDERATION AND ADOPTION OF ROUTE RESTRUCTURING 2015 
 
Roscoe Brown presented the action item. 
In August of 2014, IndyGo updated its last Comprehensive Operational Analysis (COA) and 
branded as “IndyGo Forward”.  The planning study itself was covered in many stakeholder 
meetings, public outreach and open house meetings.  The full study is still pending and will be 
brought to the board at a later date.   
 
With the development of the downtown transit center, the study proposal alters 27 of the 31 
routes and identifies opportunities to make the transit network more useful for spontaneous 
travel by providing more frequent service options, such as consolidating parallel routes onto 
fewer, main streets and in turn making wait time between buses shorter for passengers on 
key streets especially in and near the downtown area. The trade-off is that some passengers 
may have to walk a few blocks further, but will access more frequent service.  This proposal 
was presented at the last board meeting and both committee meetings by Annette Darrow, 
Director of Planning.  In addition, A Title VI Service Equity Analysis was completed, showing 
that there would be no discrimination of any sort due to the route restructuring. 
 
Board Discussion: 
When Danny Crenshaw asked if there was a time frame or lag between the opening of the 
Downtown Transit Center and the route restructuring, Mr. Brown stated that it would be 
simultaneous with the opening of the center.  Once the restructure is approved, numerous 
steps will be taken for public notification, employee training, etc. 
 
Mark Fisher commended the staff on the outreach efforts.   
 
Greg Bedan asked if anyone from the MAC Committee or persons of disabilities were involved 
in the planning of this restructure and Bryan Luellen explained that the Chair of the MAC, Greg 
Meyer, was involved along with discussing the plans with the community at the public hearings.  
Mr. Luellen added that staff is coordinating with DPW due to the rerouting, changes in service 
and varying locations. 
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Tommie Jones stated that Service Committee discussed that if there were any glitches in the 
system, changes could be made. 
 
When Mr. Bedan asked if changes or tweaks to the system need to be given to the federal 
government for approval and Annette Darrow, Director of Planning, stated that it would 
depend on the degree of the changes.  Most adjustments after the fact would be minor and 
therefore not need to go further for consideration. 
 
The motion by Alan Rowland to adopt the proposed route restructuring to take effect when the 
IndyGo Downtown Transit Center opens was seconded by Tommie Jones and carried 
unanimously. 
 
 
ACTION ITEM 5: CONSIDERATION AND APPROVAL OF 1ST OPTION YEAR WORKERS’ COMPENSATION AND GENERAL 
LIABILITY 
 
Phalease Crichlow, VP of Human Resources, presented the action item.   
In accordance with state and federal law, IPTC is committed to providing its employees with a 
high level of service for work-related injuries/illnesses and providing prompt service for third 
party claimants for general liability.  IPTC is currently self insured for workers’ compensation 
and risk with a Third Party Administrator (TPA) who acts on behalf of IPTC to administer, adjust 
and adjudicate claims which include work-related injuries and general liability (auto/property 
and bodily).  The majority of IPTC work-related injuries/illnesses (98%) occur with coach 
operators.  The majority of the general liability claims are related to incidents on coaches, 
damage to coaches and damage to individual’s auto/property.  These services are currently 
provided by one TPA firm with one adjuster for each IPTC account. 

On February 18, 2013, IPTC released RFP 13-02-127 for Workers‘ Compensation and General 
Liability.  At the completion of the procurement process a two (2) year contract was approved 
by the Board and awarded to CorVel. 

In the past two (2) years, IPTC has taken strides in partnering with CorVel to contain the cost of 
claims.   With the implementation of electronic First Notice of Loss process, the “light duty” 
program and the proactive investigation process, IPTC has recognized significant savings over 
the past two years with CorVel.  Currently IPTC’s reduction rate in claims is trending downward 
by 40% in worker’s compensation claims with an estimated savings of $350,000 per year. 

CorVel and IPTC mutually agreed to reevaluate the billing terms of the option years utilizing the 
past two years of claim activity.  Rather than charging IPTC per claim as well as a different rate 
per claim type (property damage or personal injury) CorVel has agreed to move to a flat rate 
fee based on IPTC's fleet size. The potential savings each option year is estimated to be 
$15,000-$20,000. 

 



TITLE VI PROGRAM – INDYGO	    H-46

Board Discussion: 
Danny Crenshaw asked why only one year was requested. Ms. Crichlow responded that  under 
the procurement process, requests can only be one year at a time. 

The motion by Juan Gonzalez to enter into an extension of the original agreement to exercise 
the 1st of three (3) option years of the original contract with CorVel to process Worker’s 
Compensation and General Liability Claims was seconded by Alan Rowland and carried 
unanimously. 

 
ACTION ITEM 6:  RATIFICATION OF THREE YEAR CONTRACT AGREEMENT BETWEEN ATU AND IPTC 
  
Phalease Crichlow, VP of Human Resources presented the action item.   
The IPTC staff has been in contract negotiations since December 2014.  A tentative agreement 
was reached February 20, 2015 and members of the Union ratified the tentative agreement on 
March 29, 2015. 
 
The Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA) will run January 1, 2015 through December 31, 2017 
with three percent (3%) wage increases in 2015, 2016 and 2017.   
 
There were some significant changes in the agreements that both parties agreed upon and staff 
would be happy to discuss with board members if needed. 
 
 
Board Discussion: 
Mr. Gonzalez thanked the staff for their hard work and diligence in accomplishing this 
agreement.  Ms. Crichlow thanked the negotiation team that included Vicki Learn, Teresa 
Boone, Mike Birch, Dwight Benjamin, Jill Russell and Tony Overholt. 
 
The motion by Alan Rowland to Ratify a Three Year Contract between ATU and IPTC was 
seconded by Tommie Jones and carried unanimously.   
 

_____________________________________________________ 
 
 
INFORMATION ITEMS 
 
INFORMATION ITEM 1:  CONSIDERATION OF RECEIPT OF THE FINANCE REPORT FOR MARCH 2015 
 
Nancy Manley, Vice President/Controller, delivered the report.   
1st Quarter year to day revenue was slightly lower than projected, but there is no cause for 
concern. 
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Passenger revenue was under budget in March due to lower ridership and special routes were 
higher in March due to FTA reimbursement for the Taxi Voucher program. 
 
On the expenditure side, Services are over budget as of the close of March due to a few large 
contract payments.   
 
1st quarter expenditures were projected to be 25% of the budget and as of the end of March, 
the expenditures were 24.4%. 
 
 
Board Discussion: 
Juan Gonzalez stated that Finance Committee is very comfortable with the budget position at 
this time. 
 
The Board accepted the report. 
 
 
INFORMATION ITEM 2:  CONSIDERATION OF RECEIPT OF OPERATIONS REPORT FOR MARCH 2015 
 

Mike Birch, VP/COO delivered the report. 
 
The following Operators were recognized for their extraordinary customer service for March 
2015.  There were 19 Compliments in March:  Ashley Boyle, Rolando Carter, Laniese Coach, 
Sean Cox, Roy Dishno, Farrell Downey, Harry Fox, Michael Hale, Jessica Hoffman 2x, Derren 
Luster, Shaun Monroe, Bobby Morgan, Byron Reed, Natasha Sanders, Ail Smith, Tanika Stewart, 
Michael Waire and Lelia Watts. 
 
For the 90% On-Time Performance club, the winner for March 2015 is Barry Fields.  There were 
42 operators who qualified for the monthly drawing.  The fixed route on-time performance goal 
is 80%. 
 
Thanks to the diligence of Dwight Benjamin, for the first time in 20 years during the Indy 500, all 
routes except the route #3 will be able to follow the regular schedule on Race Day in Speedway. 
 
Vehicle Maintenance has completed 33 pre-season air conditioning checks.  This brings the 
total to 90 units. This process will continue through the end of April when all buses will be 
completed. 
 
Six of the electric buses purchased through a TIGER grant have arrived and operators are being 
trained how to operate them at this time.  US Department of Transportation Secretary Anthony 
Foxx and Indianapolis Mayor Gregory Ballard rode on the ZEPS bus and staff is very pleased 
with the performance of the coaches.   
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A new type of maintenance scheduling called Predictive Maintenance rolled out in February 
with great success.  The Maintenance Department will track the success of each system with 
work orders and tracking the data on each bus.  In March, starters were added to the group of 
predictive maintenance tasks.   
 
Risk and Safety Manager, Brian Clem and Security Coordinator, Aletra Edison attended the 2015 
Indiana Safety and Health Conference and Expo that was held at the Indiana Convention 
Center.  They attended workshops on issues such as Responding to Workplace Violence, Active 
Shooter, Slips, Trips and Falls and others, which will be useful in training and workplace safety 
talks.  
 
Operators recognized for safe driving:  Jessica Hoffman, Sandra Taylor, Tamara Smith, Roger 
Barnett and Brandi Matthews – 1 year; Christine McLaughlin – 2 years; Donald Owens and 
David Madyun – 3 years; Toure Meadows, Jeffery Howard and Vernessa Foster – 5 years; 
Brenda Evans – 8 years; Efrain Amaya – 12 years, Gerry Poindexter, Sr. – 20 years and Larry 
Miller – 26 years. 
 
On March 28, 2015 Director of Flexible Services, Paula Haskin, and VP of Business Development, 
Roscoe Brown, and MAC member John Dickerson were in attendance at Bosma’s “Dining in the 
Dark” program.  The event allows guests the experience of what individuals who are blind or 
visually impaired experience on a daily basis by “Dining in the Dark.”   
 
 
With the purchase of 80 paratransit vehicles over a five (5) year period to begin replacing an 
aging fleet, the first round of those vehicles will begin to hit the streets in April 2015.  These 
vehicles will provide enough passenger space for eight (8) ambulatory passengers and four (4) 
passengers who use wheelchairs.  These vehicles were purchased with funds from 5339 and 
5310 federal grants with an 80/20 match requirement. 
 
 
Board Discussion: 
When Juan Gonzalez asked with the 6 already received, how many more electric buses are 
expected to arrive, Mike Birch said the total is 21.  They are 2000 Series low floor Gillig coaches 
which have the diesel parts removed and replaced with electric components.  The charge is 
complete after 6 hours and the range is ahead of predictions. 
 
When Alan Rowland asked about the excavation findings at the Downtown Transit Center and 
Mr. Birch stated that under the property there were some very old buildings dated back to the 
1800’s.  The excavation process is causing a slight slowdown in progress, but staff will keep the 
board informed. 
 
The Board accepted the report. 
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INFORMATION ITEM 3:  CONSIDERATION OF RECEIPT OF BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT REPORT FOR MARCH 2015 
Roscoe Brown, VP of Business Development, introduced Annette Darrow, Director of Planning,  
The month of March saw a dip in ridership of 6.4% over the previous year, but just below 2% 
year to date.  Some of the lower ridership figures are due to currently low gas costs.  Staff will 
continue to monitor. 
 
Calls to the call center are increasing along with over 124,000 visits to the website.  There are 
also increases in all the social media avenues. 
 
Of the 134 mentions in media coverage, the two main topics were the manhole explosions 
downtown and how IndyGo provided extra buses as shelter for residents in the area and the 
bus accident at 10th & College when a van ran a red light and hit a bus causing 14 people to be 
transported to the hospital. 
 
During the month of April, IndyGo is offering 10 Trips passes for $10, online only.  At $1 per trip, 
staff is hoping to get current passengers to ride more and new passengers to give transit a try.  
At this time there were 750 people who took advantage of the promotion compared to a typical 
total of 475 for a 10 trip pass. 
 
 
Board Discussion: 
 
The Board accepted the report. 
 
 
INFORMATION ITEM 4:  CONSIDERATION OF RECEIPT OF THE HUMAN RESOURCES REPORT FOR MARCH 2015 
 
Phalease Crichlow, VP of Human Resources,  
There are currently 522 active employees.   
 
There were 16 New Hires in March and the Human Resources department received 
approximately 200 applications for several open positions in the organization. 
 
The first quarter for the Activate Clinic and wellness program continues to report consistent 
steady growth in acute visits, wellness checkups and goal compliance.  The clinic is reporting 
several significant individual success stories with regards to “improved conditions/health”.   
 
The wellness participation quarter ends with 94% compliance. 
Employees are beginning to take charge of their own health by leading their own challenge 
within IndyGo.  One group has taken exercising after work into their own hands by starting 
“walking away the pounds” campaign.  Another group is meeting to support each other in a 30 
day challenge of eating clean and exercising at least thirty minutes six days per week.   
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In the month of March there were 241 days (1928 hours) of lost time for FML, sick and On-the-
job-injury (OTJ).  This increase in time lost is due to various reasons from available PTO banks to 
FML recertification. The first quarter of the year has the highest percentage of “time loss”. 
 
There were 10 “incidents,” 3 were reportable (became worker’s compensation claims), 7 were 
non-reportable.  There were a total of 2 temporary total disability (TTD) claimants.  There were 
a total of 79 days (632hours) lost from regular assignments. 
 
Board Discussion: 
 
The Board accepted the report. 
 
 
INFORMATION ITEM 5:  CONSIDERATION OF CEO TOPICS 
 
Michael Terry, President/CEO, delivered the report. 
Thanks and recognition to Kim Irwin with Health by Design and from ICAT for her continued 
legislative work and advocacy in addition to Addison Pollack, member of the MAC and ICAT, 
who are both in attendance. 
 
US Secretary of Transportation Anthony Foxx was in town and met with various groups to 
discuss transportation.  Using one of the electric buses, there was a tour of the Red Line 
conducted from the Children’s Museum to South Street to show the visitors the economic 
development opportunities, which falls in line with Secretary Foxx’s offer of technical assistance 
to IndyGo. 
 
Across the country, Stand Up for Transportation Day was April 9th and it included discussion 
about transit systems and transportation infrastructure. 
 
On April 27, Mr. Terry is going to Washington DC for the Executive Forum on “Measuring 
Connectivity: Creating Ladders of Opportunity”, discussing connectivity, accessibility and 
environmental justice issues across the country. 
 
 
Board Discussion: 
The Board accepted the report. 
 
Danny Crenshaw adjourned the meeting. 
 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
    
   ________________________________ 
   Jill D. Russell  
   General Counsel 
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April 23, 2015 
Item No. A – 4 

 
 

TO: Chair and Board of Directors 
 

FROM: Roscoe Brown, Vice President of Business Development 
 

SUBJECT: Route Restructuring 2015 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
IndyGo began an update of its last Comprehensive Operational Analysis (COA) in August of 
2014. The current COA has been branded as “IndyGo Forward”, and is a planning study on 
how our system operates today and how best to plan for the future of transit in Indianapolis. 
As a result of a competitive process, IndyGo contracted with Jarrett Walker and Associates of 
Portland Oregon to help facilitate the study.  A major part of the study process included 
public engagement opportunities where the service area community was asked how IndyGo 
should focus service investments. Stakeholders, riders and the public collectively voiced a 
desire to see a significant increase in resource allocation towards a higher ridership network. 
Our current system network invests 60% of service resources in high ridership corridor routes 
and 40% towards coverage routes. 
 
To facilitate a shift towards ridership and to accommodate route transfers at the new 
Downtown Transit Center development, the study proposes a 2015 network that alters 27 of 
the 31 routes and identifies opportunities to make the transit network more useful for 
spontaneous travel by providing more frequent service options, such as consolidating parallel 
routes onto fewer, main streets and in turn making wait time between buses shorter for 
passengers on key streets especially in and near the downtown area. The trade-off is that 
some passengers may have to walk a few blocks further, but will access more frequent 
service.   
 
Public Outreach Summary 
 
Over the course of seven months in 2014 and 2015, IndyGo hosted three stakeholder 
meetings and ten public open houses to discuss proposed changes in the system to 
accommodate the Downtown Transit Center in 2015 and set an investment strategy for the 
overall goals of the transit system. In total, approximately 450 people attended stakeholder 
and public meetings. 
 
In addition to hosting dedicated meetings, IndyGo staff attended dozens of neighborhood 
and community meetings to engage the public in the decision making process regarding 
reroutes in 2015. Beyond community outreach, broad-based communication tactics were  

SERVICE RESTRUCTURING ACTION ITEM



TITLE VI PROGRAM – INDYGO	    H-52

 

 

Agenda Item A – 4 
Page 2 

 
 
 
 
used to notify the public of the planning effort known as IndyGo Forward. On-board print 
and audio announcements were produced in English and Spanish; flyers were posted in the 
IndyGo retail sales office and more than 25 community centers throughout Marion County; 
internet, billboard, newspaper, TV and radio advertisements were placed to promote the 
planning  

 
process; press releases and media pitches generated more than 140 news stories in the 
Indianapolis media market. 
 
Un-staffed engagement efforts were also deployed to reach even more central Indiana 
residents. At old city hall, an interactive exhibit was installed to garner feedback from the 
public regarding the tolerance for increasing walk distance in turn for simplified routing and 
improved frequency. The exhibit stood for several months and offered opportunities to give 
feedback on basic questions about walking versus waiting. Additionally, in the summer of 
2014 at the Indiana State Fair and the Indiana Black Expo, an iPad survey was used to collect 
hundreds more responses to gauge the public’s tolerance to walk further for more frequent 
service. 
 
The IndyGo website, social media presence and the IndyGo call center all served as vital 2-
way electronic communication tools as proposals for routing to serve the Downtown Transit 
Center were developed, revised and finalized. Early in the planning process in summer 2014, 
IndyGo hosted an online town hall. Continually throughout the IndyGo Forward planning 
project, social media, the call center, and the IndyGo website were leveraged to 
communicate updates about proposed route changes. Through these virtual channels, 
dialogue directly with customers has helped shaped the final proposal for route changes to 
take effect in late 2015 in coordination with the opening of the transit center. IndyGo staff 
documented more than 246 comments in response to various route change proposals. 
 
Despite the scope of change being proposed in late 2015 in conjunction with the opening of 
the Downtown Transit Center, negative comments opposed to the changes were very 
limited. Comments in support of streamlined routing and improved frequency in the 
downtown area far outweighed specific complaints about route-by-route changes. 
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Title VI Service Equity Analysis 

 
An analysis of the proposed changes was completed utilizing three different measures of 
service access. All three measures were determined to ensure that the impacts associated 
with the restructuring were thoroughly considered from multiple perspectives.  Based on the 
results from the different measures and IndyGo policies, it shows that minority people and 
people in poverty would not suffer discriminatory impacts as a result of the proposed 
changes.  

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Adopt the proposed route restructuring to take effect when the IndyGo Downtown Transit 
Center opens.  

 
 
 
 

Roscoe Brown          
Vice President of Business Development     
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CHAPTER 1
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ETC Institute and Lochmueller Group conducted a system-wide on board survey of ridership for the 
Indianapolis Public Transportation Corporation (IndyGo). The following two surveys were conducted for all 
IndyGo routes: 

1. Origin-Destination Survey and 
2. On-to-Off Survey 
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In total, 4,189 usable surveys were collected. Key elements of the study include:

• Developing a survey instrument

• Developing sampling goals for each bus route

• Collecting and processing the surveys

• Weighting and expanding the data

• Analyzing survey results and reporting the results

The objective of the survey is to analyze travel patterns, transit use and determine the makeup of IndyGo’s 
ridership. A comparison with demographic data for Marion County was also included where appropriate. 

BACKGROUND
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The analysis conducted was two-fold:

Examine the travel behavior characteristics of IndyGo riders.

Examine demographic characteristics of IndyGo riders.

The survey data used for this analysis were weighted and expanded to be representative 
of IndyGo’s ridership.

Walking is the dominant access and egress mode for all riders. 93% walk to 

of IndyGo riders are from households that earn less than $35,000 annually. 
About 1% come from households that earn more than $100,000 annually. 

Nearly half of IndyGo riders reported that there is no vehicle available to 
their household, while about 20% reported having two or more vehicles 
available to their household.

of riders are employed, including 20% that work part-time. 

of single vehicle households have more than one member. 

Most of IndyGo’s riders can be considered “frequent riders.” Nearly half 
use the service 3-5 days per week. 

• Biking is the second most popular access and egress method at about 
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USED ONLY ONE BUS TO 
COMPLETE A ONE WAY TRIP

USED TWO OR MORE BUSES

USED THREE OR MORE BUSES

72%

27%

<1%

2009 & 2016 RIDERS

2
0
0
9 2

01
627% 24%

28% 26%

RIDERS BEGAN THEIR 
TRIP FROM WORK

RIDERS BEGAN THEIR 
TRIP FROM WORK

RIDERS USED INDYGO 
TO GO TO WORK

RIDERS USED INDYGO 
TO GO TO WORK

49%

51%

MALE RIDERS MALE RIDERS

FEMALE RIDERS FEMALE RIDERS

54%

46%

GO TO A WORK 
RELATED DESTINATION

GO TO A SOCIAL/
RELIGIOUS/PERSONAL 
BUSINESS DESTINATION

GO TO A SHOPPING 
DESTINATION 

GO TO AN EDUCATION 
RELATED DESTINATION

GO TO A DOCTOR/
CLINIC/HOSPITAL

48%

7%

25%

5%

11%

BUS TRANSFERS

TRIPS STARTING AT HOME
Destination for
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DOWNTOWN TRANSIT CENTER 

The Julia M. Carson Transit Center opened on June 26, 2016 and is located on the corner 
of Washington and Delaware Streets. It was built for IndyGo riders to have a central “hub,” 
making it more convenient to make transfers. It also provided shelter from weather for 
passengers waiting for buses. The opening of the transit center triggered system-wide route 
changes. This on board survey was conducted by IndyGo in order to determine new ridership 
origin and destination travel patterns resulting from the opening of the transit center. 

INDYGO OPPORTUNITIES 

One area of opportunity for IndyGo to grow its ridership is by increasing bus service. This 
would include increased bus frequency on all routes leading to decreased waiting time, longer 
service hours for early morning/late night trips and improved weekend service. Having an 
enhanced bus network with more direct routes would lead to quicker travel times and attract 
additional ridership as well. Providing rapid transit lines along high ridership corridors would 
also allow for much shorter travel times and improved rider experience.

TYPICAL INDYGO RIDER

AFRICAN AMERICAN MALE

AGE 35-49 

HE WORKS FULL-TIME BUT LIKELY HAS A 
HOUSEHOLD INCOME OF LESS THAN 
$24,999 PER YEAR.

THERE IS NO VEHICLE AVAILABLE TO HIM. 

HE HAS A MONTHLY BUS PASS AND 
WALKS TO AND FROM THE BUS STOP.

HE ONLY TAKES ONE BUS TO ARRIVE AT 
HIS DESTINATION. 

HE USES THE BUS 3 TO 5 DAYS A WEEK 
TO TRAVEL BETWEEN HOME AND WORK.
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CHAPTER 2
DATA ANALYSIS

This section of the report focuses on the results of the On-Board Survey and presenting them based on various 
parameters. For the purposes of this analysis, ridership estimates used linked weightage factors. Generally, 
the results using linked and unlinked weightage factors are comparable. However, the unlinked weightage 
factors overestimate the number of transfers/buses used and skew the results for that survey question. The total 
estimated ridership based on the linked weightage factor is about 27,600.

A Microsoft Excel tool that includes data sets listed in this report was provided to IndyGo. It allows the user to 
run a query for single or cross-tabulated questions asked in the survey. The tool reports results for either linked 

survey questions. 

Typical IndyGo Rider 
IndyGo’s typical passenger is an African American male between the age of 35 and 49. He uses 
the bus 3 to 5 times a week to travel between home and work. The typical rider works full-time but 
likely has a household income of less than $25,000 per year. He does not have a vehicle available 
to use. Most riders walk to and from the bus stop and only require one bus to reach their destination.

Travel Characteristics
Of the trips that originate from home, about 48% go to a work related location, followed by 28% 
going to a social/religious/personal business destination. About 11% go to a shopping location, 
5% to the doctors/clinic/hospital and 7% go to school (including university). IndyGo riders use the 
public transit service to go to a wide variety of destinations.

IndyGo On-Board Survey
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N1 = 13,891
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Figure 2-1: Destination Locations for Home originated trips

1 The variable N refers to the total average weekday ridership based on the linked weightage factors used for the graph.
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Question 1: What type of place are you coming from now? 

About half of IndyGo riders begin their trips from home. Nearly 24% of passengers start from work 
or a work related location. Although the majority of riders begin their trips from home or work, a 

school or shopping. This shows that IndyGo serves a variety of trip origins.
 

Figure 2-2: What type of places do IndyGo riders begin their trip? 
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The percentage of riders originating from school or college/university is more prevalent among the 
younger age categories while the older age categories tend to have more trips originating at a doctor/
clinic/hospital. The percentage of riders originating at work increases with the age but then dips for 
seniors.

Figure 2-3: What type of places do IndyGo riders begin their trip based on age?
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AGE 
GROUP

YOUR 
HOME

WORK OR 
WORK 

RELATED

SOCIAL/  
RELIGIOUS/ 
PERSONAL 
BUSINESS

SHOPPING
DOCTOR/ 
CLINIC/ 
HOSPITAL

COLLEGE/ 
UNIVERSITY

SCHOOL 
K-12 AIRPORT OTHER

15 & 
Under 54.3% 1.7% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 40.5% 0.0% 0.0%

16-18 50.9% 16.1% 14.3% 5.4% 0.0% 4.3% 8.6% 0.4% 0.0%

19-24 54.1% 20.6% 11.1% 4.9% 1.3% 7.4% 0.5% 0.1% 0.0%

25-34 48.2% 26.1% 14.6% 4.5% 3.1% 2.5% 0.2% 0.3% 0.5%

35-49 50.6% 26.5% 12.0% 5.4% 4.5% 0.7% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0%

50-64 47.6% 26.6% 11.8% 7.1% 5.5% 1.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0%

65+ 55.6% 10.0% 9.3% 13.8% 11.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Table 2-1: What type of place do IndyGo riders begin their trip based on age?

N = 27,573
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The origin/destination places for senior riders show that, compared to all riders, seniors make fewer 
trips to/from work and more trips to/from other locations. Seniors use IndyGo to go to a variety of 

would not have made these trips. 

Figure 2-4: What type of places do seniors begin and end their trips? 
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Figure 2-5: How would seniors make a trip if IndyGo service wasn’t available? 
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Questions 2 and 3 ask riders to identify the name of the place they are coming from and 
the address of that place, respectively.

A heat map of the home origin locations is shown below. It can be seen that IndyGo riders begin their 
trips from a large service area, with the highest concentration being the downtown area.
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Figure 2-6: Home Origin Locations Heat Map
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 4 bus you used for this one-way trip? 

The majority of riders walk or use a wheelchair to get to the appropriate bus stop. It’s also 
important to note the number of riders that bike to the bus stop. Although it’s a relatively low 
percentage at 2.9%, it corresponds to 800 one-way trips daily2. 

The riders that use a bike to arrive at their bus stop are typically travelling more distance from 
their origin or destination location than riders that walk to the bus stop. In fact, every IndyGo 
bus does have a bike rack that can store two or three bikes3. This is satisfying a real passenger 
need as can be seen by the estimated 800 riders daily that use bikes to arrive at their bus stops. 

Figure 2-7: 
 

2 This survey was conducted during the fall. Actual daily bicycle usage may vary by weather and season.
3 Information provided on the IndyGo website: https://www.indygo.net/how-to-ride/bike-n-bus/

N = 27,573
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Question 5 asked respondents where they got on the bus to make this trip.

responses for this question as well as questions 2 and 3. It can be seen that nearly 48% of passengers 
travel less than a quarter mile to reach their bus stop with about 25% traveling less than a tenth of a mile. 
Twenty-two percent of riders travel more than 1 mile to their bus stop.

Figure 2-8: Distance IndyGo Riders Travel from Their Origin to Their First Bus Stop
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 6 Question 6: What type of place are you going to now? 

About 38% of passengers end their trips at home, while 26% of riders have work or a work 
related location as their transit destination place. Even though most riders end their trips at work 
or home, over a third of passengers end their trips at other locations including religious places, 
shopping or to obtain medical care. This shows that IndyGo serves a variety of trip destinations. 

Figure 2-9: What type of places are destinations for IndyGo riders?

N = 27,573
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The survey revealed that the destination location for nearly 10% of 19-24 year olds is college/university. 
This corresponds to about 500 trips daily. IndyGo’s services provide transportation to students, which is 
an important component of having access to higher education. A few of the larger schools within the 
IndyGo service area include:

• Indiana University Purdue University Indianapolis (IUPUI) 

• University of Indianapolis

• Butler University

• Ivy Tech Community College 
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Figure 2-10: What type of places are destinations for 19-24 year old IndyGo riders?
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Questions 7 and 8 ask riders to identify the name of the place they are going to and the 
address of that place, respectively.

A heat map of the non-home destination locations is shown below. It can be seen that a high concentration 
of IndyGo riders end their trips in the downtown area.
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Figure 2-11: Non-Home Destination Locations Heat Map
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Question 9: How will you get to your destination (listed in question #6) after you get off the 
last bus you will use for this one-way trip? 

Similar to the Access Mode statistics, the majority of riders walk or use a wheelchair to get to their 

location using a bike is very close to the percent of passenger that use a bike to arrive at their bus 
stop. This indicates that most of the riders using bikes utilize the bike racks on the bus to take their 
bike with them. This further highlights the importance of bike racks on IndyGo buses.

Figure 2-12: 

N = 27,573
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Question 10 asks for the nearest intersection location where the rider will exit the bus. 

The distance IndyGo riders travel from their last bus stop to their trip destination was estimated based 
on survey responses for this question as well as Questions 7 and 8. More than half (51%) of the 
passengers travel less than a quarter mile to their bus stop, while about 29% travel less than a tenth of 
a mile. Nineteen percent of passengers travel more than 1 mile to their bus stop.

Figure 2-13: Distance IndyGo Riders Travel from Their Last Bus Stop to Their 
Destination
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Question 11 has three parts and pertains to how many buses a riders uses to make their 
one-way trip: 

Question 11a: Did you transfer from another bus before getting on this bus? 
Question 11b: Will you transfer to another bus after getting off this bus? 
Question 11c: Please list the bus routes in the exact order you use them for this 
one-way trip.

The majority of riders (about 72%) only use one bus to make their one-way trip. Slightly more than 
a quarter of passengers use two buses, and only about 1% use three or more buses. 

Figure 2-14: How many buses do riders use to make a one-way trip? 
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Question 12 asks what time riders boarded their bus. It was asked to ensure data was 
collected for different times of day.

Figure 2-15: What time do riders board their bus?
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Question 13: Will you (or did you) make this same trip in exactly the opposite direction 
today? 

Nearly 51% of riders reported that they would make an identical trip in the opposite direction the 
same day. About 49% stated they would not make the same exact trip in the opposite direction 
on the same day. Many people make different trips in the “from home” and “to home” orientation 
(e.g., they may travel directly from home to work, but make a stop on the way home to shop, 
attend a night class, etc.) 
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Figure 2-16: Do IndyGo riders make round-trips? 
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3 The percentage of riders that make round trips based on their out-of-home activity types are shown below4.  
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Figure 2-17: Do IndyGo riders make round-trips based on out-of-home activity types?

ACTIVITY TYPE ROUND TRIP ONE WAY TRIP

Go to Work 50.3% 49.7%
Go to School 53.6% 46.4%
Go Shopping 53.5% 46.5%

Do Other Errands 49.8% 50.2%
Visit Friends/Relatives or Attend a 

Religious/Social Event 31.7% 68.3%

Buy a Meal/Beverage 51.4% 48.6%

Table 2-2: Do IndyGo riders make round-trips based on out-of-home activity types? 

4 Please refer to Question 16 for more details regarding out-of-home activity types.
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Question 14: What fare payment methods were used for this one-way trip? 

Nearly a third of IndyGo passengers use cash while the remaining two-thirds use various types 
of passes and other pre-pay options. The 1-Day pass and 31-Day pass are the most utilized 
pre-pay alternatives at 25% and 22% of the ridership, respectively. 

Figure 2-18: How do IndyGo riders pay their fare? 
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As income level increases, the percent of riders paying the cash fare also increases while the percent of 
riders using the 1-Day pass decreases. The percent of riders using the 31-Day pass remains relatively 
constant with income level. 

Figure 2-19: How do IndyGo riders pay their fare based on income?
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Question 15: What type of fare was this? 

Most IndyGo passengers are regular fare riders (about 81%). Fourteen percent of riders pay the 
half fare. Very few passengers use the student fare option.
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Figure 2-20: What type of fare do IndyGo riders pay? 
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Question 16: On this round trip (between the time you left and will return home) will you or 
did you (check all that apply) 

The advent of tour5- or activity-based forecasting methods has created the need to be able to 
identify the tour purpose as well as the purpose of transit riders’ individual point-to-point trips. 
Traditional on-board ridership surveys asked riders to identify their trip purpose, or activities at 
their origin and destination. As part of IndyGo’s 2009 on-board survey, a new single question 
was designed to gather information on riders’ tours while minimizing respondent burden. The 
approach was very successful, yielding considerable information on broader travel patterns and 
contributing to a peer-reviewed journal article, while yielding very low item non-response and 
negligible impact on overall survey response. The question was repeated in the 2016 survey. 
Question #16 asked the respondent: “On this round trip (between the time you left home and 
will return home) will you or did you: (check all that apply)  - No other trip  - Go to work  - Go to 
school  - Go shopping  - Buy a meal/beverage  - Visit friend/relative or attend a religious/social 
event  - Other errands  - Other (please specify)_______.” Since multiple responses are possible, 
these responses add up to more than 100%.

Figure 2-21: Percent of 2016 tours with each out-of-home activity type

The 2016 responses show a generally similar distribution of activities, but slightly fewer activities per transit 
tour compared to 2009. Two more distinct differences were a higher prevalence of other errands in 2009 
and more riders visiting friends/attending a religious or social event in 2016. Although the 2009 results  
indicate that the question itself does not pose particular respondent burden, the 2016 results may indicate

5  A “tour” is the sequence of trips during the day from the time a person leaves home until returning home. A tour with one 
primary purpose may include trips not directly related to that purpose; for example, someone absent from home for full-time employment 
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some respondent fatigue perhaps related to the overall survey length. Alternatively, there may have been 
an actual change in rider behavior with riders engaging in fewer activities per transit tour. 

survey, but the traveler’s broader purpose for their tour from and to home. Comparing the riders responses 
to the activity-based question to their responses regarding the origin and destination purposes, there are 
both similarities and differences. While work was the most common out-of-home activity according to 
either question, only 46.9% of the observed trips had an origin or destination at work, while the activity-
based question revealed that 52.1% of riders actually went to work while on their tour. Using the origin/
destination questions only without the activity-based question would understate the number of transit trips 
on work tours. Similarly, only 7.4% of the observed non-home origins and destinations were at school, but 
the activity-based question revealed that 9.4% of riders went to school while on their tour. Further, while 
only 11.3% of non-home origins and destinations were visited for shopping, the activity-based question 
reveals that 15.5% of IndyGo riders went shopping while on their tour. These differences are modest, but 
still meaningful and helpful for travel model development. 
 
From the information contained in the responses to the origin and destination purpose questions alone, it 
would be easy to underestimate the amount of activities being served by IndyGo’s service or misrepresent 
their relative importance. For example, as the previous paragraph states, the activity-based question 
reveals that 16% of IndyGo riders need to make a shopping stop on their tour, even though only 11% of 
riders use “shopping” to describe the origin or destination of the trip on which they received the survey. 
Basing the purpose of travel only on the origin/destination could underestimate the amount of shopping 
served by transit by 50%.

In general, it has sometimes been hypothesized that transit riders may make fewer out-of-home stops on 
their tours than travelers in general. However, the information from IndyGo’s survey calls this assumption 
into question. The activity-based question reveals that IndyGo riders make at least 1.47 stops on average 
between leaving home and returning. (Note: this estimate of stops per tour represents a lower bound, 
since multiple stops with the same purpose, such as shopping, would only be reported once, given the 
question’s wording.) This level of tour complexity is less than that reported in the 2009 on-board survey 
(which showed 1.74 activities/tour), but a comparable level of complexity to non-transit tours. The most 
recent household travel survey for the region, the 2009 Central Indiana Travel Survey, showed that non-
transit tours averaged 1.56 stops per tour (also calculated using activity-types for consistency). While this 
is marginally higher than the 2016 IndyGo survey results, it is a relatively small difference, suggesting 

important to acknowledge that the seven years intervening between the household survey and current 
on-board survey probably has impacted out-of-home activity participation in general and not just on 
transit tours. An increase in e-commerce or the substitution of out-of-home social activities for social media 
activities has been widely observed, and may account for this difference. We may expect to note lower 
non-transit tour complexity when the regional household survey is updated. The 2016 transit survey 
supports the general conclusion that IndyGo riders use the service to engage in many activities and often 
make more than one stop per outing.

The common assumption that transit tours involve fewer stops may have arisen from the fact that there 
are fewer non-home-based transit trips than non-home-based auto trips. The results of the IndyGo survey 
continue to support this assumption. If the number of non-home stops on tours were calculated based 
simply on the number of non-home-based trips (trips with neither origin nor destination at home) observed 
in the survey, the result would be 1.11 stops per tour. However, from the activity-based question, it is clear 
that there are more non-home-based trips on transit riders’ tours. The implication is that some non-home-
based trips on transit tours are non-transit trips, including walking trips. It is also possible that non-home-
based transit trips, which tend to shorter, may have lower response rates since the respondent burden is 
larger relative to the trip’s duration and riders may simply not have time to complete the survey during a 
brief trip. Ultimately, the activity-based question suggests that as much as 76% of non-home-based trips on 
transit tours were not otherwise captured in the on-board survey, either because these were walking (or 
other non-transit) trips or due to the short trip bias.
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7 Question 17: If bus service was not available, how would you have made this trip? 

About a quarter (26%) of riders reported that if IndyGo service was not available they would not 

popular alternate mode of transportation is riding with someone else (31%). The next most popular 
choice is walking (13%), using a car service (11%) or biking / driving myself (6%). 

31.0%

25.7%

13.1%
11.3%

5.9% 5.9%
4.3%

1.8%
0.9% 0.1% 0.0%

0.0%

5.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

35.0%

Ri
de

rs
hi

p 
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 (
Ba

se
d 

on
 L

in
ke

d 
W

ei
gh

ta
ge

 F
ac

to
rs

)

Figure 2-22: How would riders make a trip if IndyGo service wasn’t available?

N = 27,573

30 Chapter 2 | Data Analysis



IndyGo On-Board Survey

Question 18: How many days a week do you usually make this trip? 

About 82% of IndyGo riders make their transit trip multiple times a week, with 48% of them 

It suggests that recent investments in transit, such as the Downtown Transit Center and route 
restructuring to emphasize more frequent service in key corridors, may be attracting new and/or 
occasional ridership. 

It’s important to note that a small percentage (about 3%) of the riders surveyed didn’t answer this 
question, so the ridership percentages were adjusted accordingly.

Figure 2-23: How frequently do IndyGo riders make this trip? 
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Comparing the transit frequency of senior riders to the transit frequency of the total ridership population, 
seniors ride less frequently than the rest of the riders. Nearly 60% of seniors ride 1-2 days a week or 
less frequently (compared to 36% of the total ridership). It should be noted that the sample size for 
seniors is smaller.

Figure 2-24: How frequently do seniors make this trip?
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Question 19: Are you a visitor to the Indianapolis region? 

While the majority of IndyGo passengers are not visitors (96%), a small but important portion 
are in fact visitors (nearly 4%). This corresponds to about 1,000 riders daily that are visitors. This 
suggests that IndyGo is doing a good job of reaching out and marketing its service to visitors, 
especially considering that many of these visitors may be from other cities which have a higher 
level of transit availability. It is important to note that the data was collected over a long period of 
time (several months) to avoid overestimating visitors due holidays or other factors.

Figure 2-25: What percentage of IndyGo riders are visitors? 
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Question 20: How many vehicles (cars, trucks, or motorcycles) are available to your 
household?

Nearly half of IndyGo riders reported that there is no vehicle available to their household while 
only about 20% reported having two or more vehicles available to their household. Comparing 
this to the vehicles per households for Marion County residents, it can be seen that there is a 
much lower percentage of households with no vehicles (49% compared to 4%) and a higher 
percentage of households with two or more vehicles (20% compared to 69%). This indicates a 
strong relationship between the lack of household vehicle availability and use of IndyGo service.

 

Source for Marion County Data: 5 Year ACS Data – 2015 (Table B08141)
Figure 2-26: How many vehicles per household are available to IndyGo riders/Marion 
County residents?

Nearly 90% of single vehicle households have more than one individual living in the household.

Figure 2-27: How many members do single vehicle households have?
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The majority (nearly 86%) of IndyGo riders do not have a vehicle available to them while about 
14% do in fact have a vehicle available to them. Comparing this to national transit averages6, 
it can be seen that there is a smaller percentage of IndyGo riders with a car available to them.
Additionally, IndyGo riders average only about 0.26 cars per person.
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Figure 2-28: Is there a vehicle available to IndyGo riders?

6 Clark, Hugh M. (2017). Who Rides Public Transportation, 48.
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Question 21: Including YOU, home many people live in your household? 

A quarter (25%) of IndyGo riders have two individuals in their household. About 22% of riders 
report one individual per household, followed by about 20% having three people per household. 
Finally, 15% of riders report having four individuals in their household. 

Figure 2-29: How many people live in IndyGo riders’ households? 
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Question 22: Including YOU, how many people (over age 15) in your household are 
employed full/part-time? 

About 36% of riders’ households have one individual who is employed. Nearly 31% report having 
two individuals employed in their household. About 13% stated they have three people employed 
in their household. Finally, 12% report having no employed individuals in their household. 

 

Figure 2-30: How many people in IndyGo riders’ households are employed?
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Question 23: What is your employment status?
 

The majority of IndyGo passengers are employed, with about 51% working full-time and 20% 
working part-time. Even though the majority of riders are employed, many of them have a low 
household income. 
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Figure 2-31: What is the employment status of IndyGo riders? 
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Question 24: What is your student status? 

college/university/community college, followed by 20% going to K-12 schools. About 14% go to 
vocational/technical/trade schools.
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Figure 2-32: What type of educational institutions do IndyGo riders attend? 
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Question 25: Do you have a valid driver’s license? 

More than half of IndyGo riders do not have a driver’s license. Comparing IndyGo’s statistics to 
national transit averages7, it can be seen that there is a smaller percentage of IndyGo riders with 
driver’s license. 
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Figure 2-33: Do IndyGo riders have a driver’s license? 

7 Clark, Hugh M. (2017). Who Rides Public Transportation, 48.
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Question 26: What is your age? 

About 89% of IndyGo riders are adults between the ages of 19 and 65. Of the remaining riders, 
6% are youths (18 and under) while 5% are seniors (65 and older).  

Figure 2-34: How old are IndyGo riders? 
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Question 27: What is your race / ethnicity? 8 

More than half of IndyGo riders are African American and nearly a third are white. About 
6% of riders are of mixed ethnicities. Other reported ethnicities include Hispanic/Latino, Asian, 

that Spanish speaking surveyors translated the English version of the survey to help riders who 
don’t know English to complete these surveys.

Figure 2-35: What are the ethnicities of IndyGo riders? 

8 It is important to note that the survey form included options for both race and ethnicity for this question. Taking this into 
account, riders were allowed to select multiple responses for the race/ethnicity question, leading to the “Multiple” category in the results.
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Comparing the racial and ethnic breakdown for the IndyGo riders to that of Marion County residents9, 
there is a much lower percentage of African Americans for Marion County residents (27% compared 
to 55%) and a much higher percentage of White people (58% compared to 33%).

Source: 5 Year ACS Data – 2015 (Table B03002)
Figure 2-36: What are the ethnicities of Marion County residents?

Latino population was subtracted from the appropriate races to obtain the non-Hispanic/Latino population for each race. The Hispanic/
Latino data shown includes all races.
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The distribution of ages were generally similar for all ethnic groups with some variation. One variation 
is that nearly half of Asian riders are between the ages of nineteen and twenty-four. 

Figure 2-37: How old are IndyGo riders based on their ethnicity?
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Question 28: What is your gender? 

Based on the 2016 survey results, about 54% of IndyGo riders are male and 46% are female. 
In contrast to this, the 2009 IndyGo survey indicated that more females rode the bus than males.
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Figure 2-38: What is the gender of IndyGo riders? 
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There is a higher percentage of females in the younger age categories and a higher percentage of 
males in the older categories. 
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Figure 2-39: What is the gender of IndyGo riders based on age?

Q
U

ES
TI

O
N

 2
8

N = 27,501

46 Chapter 2 | Data Analysis



IndyGo On-Board Survey

Question 29: Which of the following best describes your total annual household income in 
2015 before taxes? 

A large proportion of IndyGo riders are from households with lower incomes. Despite about 50% 
of passengers being employed full-time, annual household incomes tend to be low with more than 
half of the riders (about 57.4%) having a household income less than $25,000. Only about 8% 
have a household income greater than $60,000. 

It’s important to note that a substantial percentage (about 15%) of the riders surveyed didn’t 
answer this question, so the ridership percentages were adjusted accordingly. Both adjusted and 
unadjusted graphs are shown below. 

Figure 2-40: What are IndyGo riders’ income levels (Adjusted)? 
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Figure 2-41: What are IndyGo riders’ income levels (Unadjusted)?
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Comparing the household income of IndyGo riders to that of Marion County residents, Marion County 
has a much lower percentage of households with income less than $25,000 (29.2% compared to 
57.4% of IndyGo riders) and a much higher percentage of higher-earning households. About 25% 
of Marion County households have an annual income greater than $75,000 compared to 8% of 
households that have an income greater than $60,000 for IndyGo riders. 

It is important to note that the category limits between $35,000 and $100,000 do not match up 
exactly for the IndyGo survey and Marion County’s ACS Data.

Source: 5 Year ACS Data – 2015 (Table S1901)
Figure 2-42: What are Marion County residents’ income levels?
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When observing the two predominant ethnicities (African American and White), the general trend is 
the same: as income increases, transit ridership decreases. These percentages were adjusted to account 
for those not responding. 

Figure 2-43: What are IndyGo riders’ income levels base on ethnicity?
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Question 30: Do you speak a language other than English at home? 

The majority of IndyGo riders (92%) reported speaking English at home while 8% said they spoke 
a language other than English at home. Comparing this to Marion County, a higher percentage 
(12.5%) speak a language other than English at home for Marion County as a whole.
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Source: 5 Year ACS Data – 2015 (Table S1601)
Figure 2-44: Do IndyGo riders/Marion County residents speak a language other than 
English at home? 
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Question 31: Do you have any of the following (check all that apply): 

Nearly 77% of riders have a smartphone. 

Figure 2-45: Do IndyGo riders have a smart phone?

About half (51%) of riders have a checking account.  
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Figure 2-46: Do IndyGo riders have a checking account? 
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About 66% of riders have a debit card. By comparison, only 51% of riders reported having a 
checking account. Some riders apparently use pre-paid debit cards which are not associated with 
a checking account. 

Figure 2-47: Do IndyGo riders have a debit card? 

The majority (76%) of riders said they did not have a credit card.

Figure 2-48: Do IndyGo riders have a credit card? 
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3.1 SAMPLING GOALS

CHAPTER 3
SAMPLING PLAN

This chapter describes the procedures used for carrying out the sampling of bus riders. Three major areas 
are addressed by these procedures:

 
(1) sampling goals, 

(2) methods for selecting survey participants, and

(3) other techniques used to manage the sampling process.

In order to ensure that the distribution of completed surveys mirrored the actual distribution of riders, ETC 
Institute developed a sampling plan that would ensure the completion of the On-to-Off survey with at least 
4,015 of the system’s riders, and 3,500 surveys of the full Origin Destination (OD) based on Tuesday – 
Thursday average ridership. 

On-to-Off count that collects passenger boarding and alighting information only. The data obtained in the 
On-to-Off counts will aid in data expansion. The second survey will be a tablet-based Origin Destination 
(OD) Survey that focuses on understanding the travel patterns and key characteristics of current riders.   

3.1.1 Sampling Goals for On-to-Off Survey

The sampling plan for the On-to-Off survey was designed to obtain completed surveys from a minimum 
of 20% of the daily ridership on each route operated by IndyGo that has a minimum daily ridership 
of 1,000, and four routes of interest. In addition, individual cells (route/direction/time of day) that 
contained high ridership were added to the on-to-off sampling plan. Table 3-1 on page 56 shows 
the goals and the actual number of completed On-to-Off surveys that were obtained for each bus by 
Route, Time Period, and Direction. IndyGo provided the estimated weekday ridership and ETC Institute 
developed the sample goals based on this information.  

55Chapter 3 | Sampling Plan
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3.2 PROCESS FOR IDENTIFYING COMPLETE RECORDS

To classify a survey as being completed, the record must have contained all elements of the one-way trip. ETC 

• Route / Direction

• Time of trip

• Transfers made

• Home address

• Origin address

• Destination address

• Origin type place

• Destination type place

• Access mode

• Egress mode

• Boarding location

• Alighting location  

In addition to the required trip data questions, a survey must be marked as complete by the online survey 
program which occurs only if the interviewer has navigated through every required question on the online 
survey instrument including demographic questions.  

3.3 METHODS FOR SELECTING SURVEY PARTICIPANTS

For the OD survey, a random number generator was used to determine which passengers were asked 
to participate in the survey after boarding a bus. If four people boarded a bus, the tablet PC randomly 
generated a number from 1 to 4. If the answer was 2, the second person who boarded the bus was asked 

so forth. If only one passenger boards the vehicle, then the tablet selects that individual to be surveyed. The 

could keep track of the passengers as they boarded. For the on-to-off counts, every rider was sampled of a 
sampled trip.
 

3.3.1 Other Techniques Used to Manage the Sampling Process

Some of the other techniques used to manage the sampling of bus riders are described below:

• Daily Reviews of Interviewer Performance 
The survey team evaluated the performance of each interviewer each day. This included a review 
of the characteristics of the passengers who were interviewed with regard to demographics and 
trip characteristics. These reviews were completed while the interviewer is on the bus and the 

provide immediate feedback to interviewers to improve their overall performance. It also allowed 
the survey team to quickly identify and remove interviewers who were not conducting the survey 
properly.

• Management of the Sample by Time of Day 
In addition to managing the total number of surveys that were completed for each route, ETC 
Institute also managed the number of surveys that were completed during each of the following 
four time periods: 

• AM Peak

• Midday

• PM Peak

• Evening

These four time periods correspond to time periods that are used for regional travel demand 
forecasting. This was done to ensure that the number of completed surveys for each time period 
would adequately support data expansion requirements for travel demand forecasting. The data 
expansion process is further described in Chapter 6 of this report.
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Figure 3-1 below shows the estimated ridership by time period. Figure 3-2 on page 62 shows the transit 
service supplied (revenue hours) by time period. Figure 3-3 on page 62 shows number of On-to-Off surveys 
that were collected by time period, and Figure 3-4 on page 63 shows the number of OD surveys that were 
collected by time period.

Figure 3-1: Estimated Ridership by Time Period
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Figure 3-2: Transit Service Supplied by Time Period

Figure 3-3: Number of On-to-Off Surveys Collected by Time Period
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Figure 3-4: Number of OD Surveys Collected by Time Period
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Figure 3-6: IndyGo Service Area
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CHAPTER 4
SURVEY INSTRUMENT

The survey instrument was designed to be administered as a face-to-face interview using tablet PCs. A 
handful of screenshots from the tablet PC survey are shown below and on the following page. The full survey 
instrument is available in Appendix B).

Respondents who did not have time to complete the survey during their bus trip were also given the option 
of providing their phone numbers. Those who provided their phone numbers were then contacted by ETC 
Institute’s call center to complete the survey.

Figure 4-1: Tablet PC screenshot for Question: “What type of place are you COMING 
FROM NOW?”
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Figure 4-2: Tablet PC screenshot for Question: “What is the EXACT STREET ADDRESS of 
this place?”

Figure 4-3: Tablet PC screenshot for Question: “How did you pay for your trip today?”

68 Chapter 4 | Survey Instrument



IndyGo On-Board Survey

Figure 4-4: Tablet PC screenshot for Question: “Including you, how many people live in 
your household?”
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CHAPTER 5
DATA COLLECTION

Before administering the OD survey using an interviewer and a tablet PC, an on-to-off survey was conducted 

5.1 ON-TO-OFF SURVEY ADMINISTRATION METHODOLOGY

The purpose of the On-to-Off software program is to 
identify ridership patterns based on an individual’s 
boarding and alighting locations which are used to 

Android®-based on-to-off software which records 
the latitude and longitude of an individual’s 
boarding and alighting location using a barcode 

barriers, increased ridership participation, and 
provided more accurate boarding and alighting 

The On-to-Off surveying team used the On-to-Off 

the rider’s boarding latitude/longitude, alighting 
latitude/longitude, time of usage, route used, and 

The On-to-Off software was complemented with 
a barcode scanning system method as described 
below:

• Riders were handed a barcode card which 

• 

• Riders were reminded to hand their cards 

• When riders’ bus stops were approached, 

• The software then paired the boarding and 
the alighting location of each rider based on 
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A screen shot of the interface of the On-to-Off boarding/alighting software that was used to record the 
information is shown in Figure 5-1 Figure 5-1

The On-to-Off survey team sizes were determined by route ridership levels and bus size (articulated  

are described below:

• The team leader was 
responsible for route and 
direction selection for On-to-
Off software, offering riders an 
opportunity to participate in the 
survey, scanning barcode cards 
for boarding riders, answering 

On-to-Off operations of his/

• The support surveyor was 
responsible for collecting and 
scanning barcode cards for 
alighting riders, reminding 

to hand in to a surveyor when 

 

The On-to-Off survey was 
administered Tuesday through 

Administration of the On-to-Off 
survey began as early as 6 am and 

was to ensure that the On-to-Off 
data would provide the OD survey 
with an accurate sampling plan 
for administration and for the data 

was administered from September 
7th, 2016 through October 20th, 
2016 while the OD survey was 
administered from September 13th, 

Figure 5-1: On-to-Off Survey Interface Screenshot 
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5.2 OD SURVEY ADMINISTRATION METHODOLOGY

includes recruiting and training of interviewers, procedures used for the survey, and organization of the survey 

5.2.1 Labor Recruitment and Training

During this training session, interviewers were presented with the following:

• An overview of the on-board survey objectives

• 

• 

• 

• 

•  

interviewers spent several days under the supervision of a supervisor, who assessed each interviewer’s 

Once an interviewer had selected a person for the survey, the interviewer:

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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The supervisors were responsible for reviewing the performance of each interviewer ensuring that all 

• 

•  

The OD survey was administered at the time of day that coincided with the hours that each route was 

5.2.2 In-Field Quality Assurance / Quality Control

following issues to assess whether or not the employee was conducting the survey properly:

• Distribution of surveys by demographics

• Distribution of surveys by trip characteristics

• Length of each survey in minutes

• Percentage of refusals

• Percentage of short trips 

5.3 PILOT TEST

The Pilot Test was a full dress rehearsal of all steps, previously discussed, to ensure all programs and procedures 
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CHAPTER 6
DATA REVIEW PROCESS

6.1  DATA REVIEW PROCESS

Many of the processes described in previous chapters of this report were essential elements of the overall quality 
assurance/quality control (QA/QC) process that was implemented throughout the survey administration. The 

sample was obtained from each bus route. Training of interviewers and the high levels of oversight provided 
by team leaders and the project manager ensured that the survey was administered properly. The use of the 
latest geocoding tools contributed to the high quality of geocoding accuracy that was achieved.

The following sections describe the QA/QC processes that were implemented after the data was collected.

6.1.1 Online Visual Review Tool

ETC Institute has created an online visual review tool that allows for the review of all completed records 
within the database. This tool shows all components of each individual trip as well as a series of 
preprogrammed distance and ratio checks as described on subsequent pages.  After directions were 

Figure 6-1 

Figure 6-1: Online Visual Review Tool (Editable Version)
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DISTANCE 
CHECK NAME CHECK CONDITION 1 CONDITION 2 FLAG?

Origin to Boarding

Origin to Boarding distance 
is greater than 1.75 linear 

miles

Access Mode - ANY USE OF A 
No

Access Mode - Walk/Wheelchair/
Skateboard

There is at least one 
transfer from origin to 

boarding
No

Access Mode - Walk/Wheelchair/
Skateboard

There are no transfers 
from origin to boarding Yes

Origin to Boarding distance 
is less than .25 linear miles

Access Mode - ANY USE OF A 
Yes

Access Mode - Every mode
There is at least one 

transfer from origin to 
boarding

Yes

Access Mode - Walk/Wheelchair/
Skateboard

There are no transfers 
from origin to boarding No

Alighting to 

distance is greater than 1.75 
linear miles

Egress Mode - ANY USE OF A 
No

Egress Mode - Walk/Wheelchair/
Skateboard

There is at least one 
transfer from alighting 

to destination
No

Egress Mode - Walk/Wheelchair/
Skateboard

There are no transfers 
from alighting to 

destination
Yes

distance is less than .25 
linear miles

Egress Mode - ANY USE OF A 
Yes

Egress Mode - Every mode
There is at least one 

transfer from alighting 
to destination

Yes

Egress Mode - Walk/Wheelchair/
Skateboard

There are no transfers 
from alighting to 

destination
No

Table 6-1: Access/Egress Mode Distance Check

6.1.2 Pre-Processing Distance Checks

A series of distance and ratio checks are preprogrammed into the online visual review tool in order 
to allow for ETC Institute’s Transit Review Team (TRT) to take a more systematic approach in reviewing 
complete records. The TRT process for editing surveys is described later in this section.  Note: The 
distance and ratio checks described were meant to alert the reviewer that closer evaluation was 
needed. It did not necessarily indicate that the record was inaccurate or unusable. 

The distances used for the checks were created using the great-circle distance formula which is based 
on a straight line from point A to point B that takes into account the curvature of the earth.  

Access/Egress Mode Distance Check

Table 6-1 shows the distance checks for access (Origin to Boarding) and egress modes (Alighting to 
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Table 6-2: Origin to Destination Distance Checks

Table 6-3: Boarding to Alighting Distance Checks

Origin to Destination Distance Check

Table 6-2 below shows the distance checks based on the origin and destination locations. 

DISTANCE CHECK NAME CHECK FLAG?

Origin to Destination

Yes

Yes

Yes

Boarding and Alighting Distance Check

Table 6-3 below shows the distance checks based on the boarding and alighting locations. 

DISTANCE CHECK NAME CHECK FLAG?

Boarding to Alighting
Boarding equals the Alighting Yes

Boarding to Alighting is less than .25 miles Yes

6.1.3 Pre-Processing Ratio Checks

series of QA/QC Ratio Checks.

the origin to destination. 

to the origin to destination. 

Table 6-4 on page 78
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Table 6-4: Ratio Checks for Reasonableness

RATIO CHECKS CHECK RESULT OF 
FORMULA CONDITION 1 CONDITION 2 FLAG?

Boarding to 
Alighting distance 
divided by Origin 

to Destination 
distance

Boarding to Alighting the result of this 
formula is 1.5 or 

greater
Yes

Boarding to Alighting the result of this 
formula is less 

than .3

Access and Egress 
modes are both Walk/
Wheelchair/Skateboard

There are NO 
transfers involved in 

the trip
Yes

Boarding to Alighting the result of this 
formula is less 

than .3

Access or Egress mode 
- ANY USE OF A 

VEHICLE
No

Boarding to Alighting the result of this 
formula is less 

than .3

There is at least one 
transfer involved in the trip No

Origin to Boarding 
distance divided 

by Origin to 
Destination 

distance

Origin to Boarding the result of this 
formula is 1 or 

greater

there is at least one 
transfer from origin to 

boarding
No

Origin to Boarding the result of this 
formula is 1 or 

greater

Access Mode - ANY USE 
OF A VEHICLE No

Origin to Boarding the result of this 
formula is 1 or 

greater

Access Mode - Walk/
Wheelchair/Skateboard

there are no transfers 
from origin to 

boarding
Yes

Alighting to 
Destination divided 

by Origin to 
Destination

Alighting to the result of this 
formula is 1 or 

greater

there is at least one 
transfer from alighting to 

destination
No

Alighting to the result of this 
formula is 1 or 

greater

Egress Mode - ANY USE 
OF A VEHICLE No

Alighting to the result of this 
formula is 1 or 

greater

Egress Mode - Walk/
Wheelchair/Skateboard

There are no 
transfers from 
alighting to 
destination

Yes
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Table 6-5: General Issues & Actions for Resolution

6.2 TRANSIT REVIEW TEAM (TRT)

ETC Institute has a dedicated team whose priority is reviewing and editing completed records through the 

to contact the respondent to clarify any questionable answer choices regarding the trip.  If no contact was 

in Table 6-5

Pre-Processing General Issues and Actions

Table 6-5 describes the general issues that could occur within a trip where changes may have been 
appropriate.

ISSUE DESCRIPTION OF ISSUE ACTION

Condition 1
incorrect because the wrong 
location of a multiple-location college does appear logical given the other points and answer choices of 

Condition 2 to have been geocoded to the 
incorrect city/state

trip if the city/state are changed.  This occurs occasionally because the 
surveyor selects the wrong choice from the list of possible address choices 

information will be inserted.

Access/Egress 
Mode

Access/Egress Mode seems 
illogical based on trip

If the access/egress mode involves the use of a vehicle and the distance 
from either origin to boarding or alighting to destination is less than .2 
miles then the access/egress mode is recoded to walk/walked and that 

Record

Boarding and alighting locations 
indicate that the trip is going in 
the opposite direction of what 
was selected by the surveyor.

and alighting locations based on appropriate direction.
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Transfer Issues and Actions

Table 6-6 describes the transfer issues that could occur within a trip where changes may have been appropriate.

ISSUE # DESCRIPTION OF ISSUE ACTION

Transfer 
Issue - 1

The transfer(s) seems illogical based on 
either the origin to boarding or alighting to 
destination

If the transfer appears to have been selected incorrectly based on surveyor 
misselection error (IE Route 24 selected which is illogical but Route 23 is 

appropriate transfer(s) will be inserted based on the geocoded points of 

removed from the database.

Transfer 
Issue - 2

The transfer(s) seems unnecessary based on 
either the origin to boarding or alighting to 
destination

If the transfer(s) appears to be unnecessary because the distance from 

then the trip will be reviewed in further detail to determine if the transfer(s) 
are inappropriate.  Aspects that will determine appropriateness are: the 

between the origin and boarding location could require an individual to use 

access/egress modes (IE if someone indicates walking 1 mile from origin to 
boarding but then indicates taking 2 transfers from alighting to destination 

trip later in the day). NOTE: The 0.2 distance is only used as guideline to 

Transfer 
Issue - 3

The passenger indicated that they did not use 
a transfer but based on their access/egress 
mode and the distance between either the 
origin to boarding or alighting to destination 
suggests that a transfer should have been 
used.

the distance between either origin to boarding or alighting to destination is 

the record will be removed from the database.

Transfer 
Issue - 4

to determine which route(s) were incorrectly entered.  If a review of the 
record suggests that the transfer route(s) is/are unnecessary then they will be 
removed.  If the transfers suggest that trip is a round trip (IE home to home) 
and not a one-way trip then the record will be removed from the database.

Table 6-6: Transfer Issues

6.3 POST-PROCESSING ADDITIONAL CHECKS

of a series of QA/QC “non-trip” checks. Non-trip 
checks are described as anything not pertaining 

information.

Non-trip related checks included:

• Ensuring the respondents who indicated that 
they were employed also reported that at 
least one member of their household was 
employed.

• Ensuring the time of day a survey was 
completed was reasonable given the 
published operating schedule for the route.

• Ensuring that the appropriate fare type was 
used in response to the age of respondent.

• Checking that there is a representative 

• Removing any personal contact information 
used for quality control purposes during the 
data collection portion of the project in order 
to protect the anonymity of the respondents.

Once all records had gone through the pre-

those that were deemed complete and usable were 
then used to update the completion report used by 
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CHAPTER 7
DATA WEIGHTING & EXPANSION

7.1 DATA EXPANSION OVERVIEW 

When survey goals are created, they are typically based off of a percentage of the average weekday ridership 
for the routes in the system. That is further broken down by time periods and directions.  The time periods that 

the travel demand model.  Once a sample percentage is agreed upon, the goals for the survey collection are 
based off of the ridership for each route by time period and direction, and then multiplied by the sampling 
percentage.   For “circular” or “loop” routes, the ridership is typically only broken down into time period as 
there are many riders that will board going in one direction but alight going the other direction due to the 
functionality of the route.  This typically is also the case if there are directional routes where many riders travel 
through the terminus and alight going the opposite direction of initial boarding.

The purpose of developing survey goals is to collect an appropriate number of survey records that will be 
“expanded” to represent the total average weekday ridership of each route by time period and direction.  To 

grouped into segments along that route so that boarding segments could be paired with alighting segments 
when creating the expansion factor.  Segmentation occurs on bus routes because it is unrealistic to expand bus 
survey data at the stop level.  Stop, or station, level expansion is generally reserved for rail lines.

7.1.1 Route Segmentation with APC10 Data

There are two ways ETC Institute creates segments for bus routes: 

1) boarding percentages of the route from APC data, and 

2) based on the number of stops for the route.  

Segmenting routes using APC data is the preferred way to segment routes as opposed to segmenting 
routes based on the number of stops.  Routes with APC data were separated based on direction, then 
divided into three segments based on the total boardings.   After approximately one-third of the route’s 
total APC ridership had boarded, a new segment began. After approximately two-thirds of the route’s 

Figure 7-1 on page 82
example of APC Data Segmenting.  (Note: Iterative Proportional Fitting (IPF) is used in multiple types 
of expansion discussed later in this document.  In order for IPF to work properly, the boarding totals 
must match the alighting totals.  For this reason, APC alightings are adjusted using a multiplying factor 
in order to make sure their totals match the boarding totals.  These are typically nominal alterations, 

it may require additional review of the functionality of the route to ensure that the surveys are both 
collected and expanded appropriately.) 

10 Automated Passenger Counters (APC) are devices that may be installed on transit vehicles to record boarding and alighting 
data.
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Figure 7-1: Route Segmenting: APC Provided Routes Figure 7-2: Route 
Segmenting: Non APC 
Provided Route

7.1.2 Route Segmentation without APC Data

Routes without APC data were divided into three segments based on the number of stops. After 
approximately one-third of the route’s stops occurred, a new segment began. After approximately 

Figure 7-2 is an example of 
segmenting without APC Data.
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7.2 TYPES OF BUS DATA EXPANSION

The three types of data that created the combinations that guided the type of expansion used were: 
APC data (from Client), On-to-Off Counts Data (collected by ETC Institute), and Origin Destination 

corresponding route segmentation, and type of expansion used.  

Figure 7-3: Data Expansion Flow Chart
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7.2.1 Type 1 Expansion: Bus Routes with APC data, On-to-Off Counts 
Data, and OD Survey Data

Of the four types of bus expansion discussed, Type 1 expansion was the preferred method as it 
incorporated all three types of data that were available. Typically On-to-Off data collection is reserved 
for more heavily traveled routes. These heavier ridership routes are also typically more likely to have 
available APC data. This type of expansion was conducted on the more heavily traveled routes in 
the system and occurred after route stops were divided into three segments based on total boarding 
distribution by direction, as described previously. The segments were then appended to both the On-to-
Off counts and OD data based on the boarding and alighting locations.  The methodology for Type 1 
expansion is as follows:

Type 1
Expansion Methodology for Bus Routes with APC Data,
On-to-Off Data and OD Survey Data

Once the segments were appended to the On-to-Off counts and OD survey databases, the records were 
ready for expansion.  The process for how the data was expanded in Type 1 expansion is explained 
below:

Table 7-A-1 on page 85 shows the segmented results for the On-to-Off counts that was administered 

passengers boarded the bus. The columns in the table identify the segments where people alighted the 
bus. For example, 20 of the On-to-Off counts had riders board in segment 2 and alight in segment 3.

TY
P
E 

1
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Table 7-A-1: Bus Data Expansion Table Results of On-to-Off Survey

Table 7-A-2: Bus Data Expansion Table Distribution of On-to-Off Survey

Table 7-A-3: Bus Data Expansion Table Initial Estimate of Ridership Flows Between 
Segments

Table 7-A-2 shows the distribution of the data in Table 7-A-1 expressed as a percentage of all boardings 
Table 7-A-2 was created by dividing each on-to-off cell in 

Table 7-A-1 by the sum of all On-to-Off counts in Table 7-A-1, which is 115.  For example, 20/115 
(17.4%) of all trips boarded in segment 2 and alighted in segment 3 as shown in Table 7-A-2.

The total APC ridership for the route, time period, and direction was applied to the On-to-Off distribution 
percentages shown in Table 7-A-2
segment to the alighting segment as shown in Table 7-A-3. Applying the actual ridership of 320 creates 
an initial estimate of 56 trips (17.4% x 320) boarding in segment 2 and alighting in segment 3.
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Institute developed an Iterative Proportional Fitting (IPF) Algorithm to balance the differences between 
the ridership projected from the On-to-Off counts (shown in Table 7-A-3) and the APC ridership for each 
segment (shown in Table 7-A-4).  The IPF process is described below:

Step 1:  Correction for the Boardings
The estimated ridership from the On-to-Off counts for each route (as shown in Table 7-A-3) was 
multiplied by the ratio of the actual boardings from APC data for each segment by the estimated 
boardings for each segment.   For example, if the actual boardings for Segment 1 were 120 and the 
estimated boardings were 100, each cell associated with Segment 1 would have been multiplied by 
1.2 (120 / 100) to adjust the estimated boardings to actual boardings. 

Step 2:  Correction for the Alightings
Once the correction in Step 1 was applied, the estimated boardings would be equal to the actual 
boardings.  However, the adjustment to the boardings total may have changed the alighting estimates.  
In order to correct the alighting estimates, the new values calculated in Step 1 were adjusted by 
multiplying the ratio of the actual alightings from the APC data for each stop by the estimated 
alightings for each segment from Step 1.   For example, if the actual alightings for Segment 2 were 
220 and the estimated alightings from Step 1 were 200, each cell associated with Segment 2 would 
have been multiplied by 1.1 (220 / 200) to adjust the estimated alightings from Step 1 to actual 
alightings. 

The processes described in Steps 1 and Steps 2 were repeated sequentially until the difference 
between the actual and estimated boardings and alightings was zero.  Table 7-A-5 shows that 
after seven balancing iterations in this algorithm, there were no differences between the projected 
distribution and the actual boardings and alightings.  

Table 7-A-4: Boardings & Alightings by Station
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Table 7-A-5: Iterative Balancing Process 
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Table 7-A-6: Final Estimate of Ridership Flows between Stations

Table 7-A-7: Number of Completed Surveys (Bus)

Table 7-A-8: Weighting Factors (Bus)

Table 7-A-6.

The actual number of OD records completed for each boarding to alighting segment pair is shown 
inTable 7-A-7
shown in Table 7-A-6 was divided by the actual number of OD records collected, as shown in Table 
7-A-7. This calculation produces the expansion factors shown in Table 7-A-8. For example, the 32 
estimated riders projected to board in segment 2 and alight in segment 3 were divided by the 10 
OD records to produce an expansion factor of 3.15 to be applied to records who board in segment 
2 and alighting in segment 3 as shown in Table 7-A-8. 
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7.2.2 Type 2 Expansion: Bus Routes with APC Data, OD Survey Data, 
but no On-to-Off Counts Data

On-to-Off counts are not collected for lower ridership routes.  However, sometimes these routes will have 
APC data available. In this case, Type 2 expansion is appropriate. This type of expansion also divided 
stops into three segments based on total boarding distribution by direction. These segments were then 
appended to the OD records based on the boarding and alighting locations. The expansion method is 
similar to Type 1 expansion, the only difference being that the distribution of OD records was substituted 
for the On-to-Off count data in Table 7-A-1.  The methodology for Type 2 expansion is as follows:

TY
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Type 2
Expansion Methodology for Bus Routes with APC Data, OD Survey Data,
but No On-to-Off Counts Data  

Table 7-B-1 shows the segmented results from the OD survey that replaced the On-to-Off counts. 

table identify the segments where people alighted. For example, 10 OD surveys had riders board in 
segment 2 and alight in segment 3.

Table 7-B-1: Bus Data Expansion Table Results of On-to-Off Survey

Table 7-B-2: Bus Data Expansion Table Distribution of On-to-Off Survey

Table 7-B-2 shows the distribution of the data in Table 7-B-1, expressed as a percentage of all boardings 
for the time period and direction. Table 7-B-2 was created by dividing each cell in Table 7-B-1 by the 
sum of all records in Table 7-B-1, which is 57.  For example, 10/57 (17.5%) of all trips boarded in 
segment 2 and alighted in segment 3 as shown in Table 7-B-2. 
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Table 7-B-3: Bus Data Expansion Table Initial Estimate of Ridership Flows Between 
Segments

Table 7-B-4: Boardings & Alightings by Station

The ridership for the route by time period and direction was applied to the “On-to-Off” (boarding to 
alighting information from the OD survey) distribution shown in Table 7-B-2. This produces an estimate 

in Table 7-B-3. Applying the actual ridership of 320 to the distribution created an initial estimate that 
56 trips (17.5% x 320) boarded in segment 2 and alighted in segment 3.

Institute developed an Iterative Proportional Fitting (IPF) Algorithm to balance the differences between 
the initial estimated ridership (shown in Table 7-B-3) and the ridership observed by APC data at each 
segment (shown in Table 7-B-4). 
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The key steps to the iterative process are described below:

Step 1:  Correction for the Boardings 
The estimated ridership from the “On-to-Off” data (boarding to alighting information from the OD 
survey) for each route (shown in Table 7-B-3) was multiplied by the ratio of the actual boardings 
from the APC data for each segment by the estimated boardings for each segment. For example, 
if the actual boardings for Segment 1 were 120 and the estimated boardings were 100, each cell 
associated with Segment 1 would have been multiplied by 1.2 (120 / 100) to adjust the estimated 
boardings to actual boardings. 

Step 2:  Correction for the Alightings
Once the correction in Step 1 was applied, the estimated boardings would equal the actual 
boardings. However, the adjustment to the boardings total may change the alighting estimates.  
In order to correct the alighting estimate, the new values calculated in Step 1 were adjusted by 
multiplying the ratio of the actual alightings from the APC data for each segment by the estimated 
alightings for each segment from Step 1. For example, if the actual alightings for Segment 2 were 
220 and the estimated alightings from Step 1 were 200, each cell associated with Segment 2 
would have been multiplied by 1.1 (220 / 200) to adjust the estimated alightings from Step 1 to 
actual alightings. 

The processes described in Step 1 and Step 2 were repeated sequentially until the difference 
between the actual and estimated boardings and alightings was zero. Table 7-B-5 shows that 
after six balancing iterations in this algorithm, there were no differences between the projected 
distribution and the actual boardings and alightings. 

Table 7-B-5: Iterative Balance Process
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Table 7-B-6: Final Estimate of Ridership Flows between Stations

Table 7-B-7: Number of Completed Surveys (Bus)

Table 7-B-8: Weighting Factors (Bus)

Table 7-B-6 below. 

The actual number of OD records that were completed for each boarding to alighting segment is 
shown in Table 7-B-7
segments shown in Table 7-B-6 was divided by the actual number of OD records that were completed 
as shown in Table 7-B-7. This calculation produces the expansions shown in Table 7-B-8. So, the 40 
estimated riders were divided by the 10 completed surveys to produce a factor of 3.96 to be applied 
to riders who board in segment 2 and alighting in segment 3, as shown Table 7-B-8. 
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7.2.3 Type 3 Expansion: Bus Routes with On-to-Off Counts and OD 
Survey Data, but without APC Data 

Expansion Type 3 is utilized for routes where On-to-Off counts are collected, but APC data is not 
available. Routes without APC data are segmented into three segments based on number of stops 
along a route. These segments were then appended to the On-to-Off and OD Survey databases. 
The expansion method is less complex than the two previously discussed types of expansion. The 
methodology for Type 3 expansion is as follows: 
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Type 3
Expansion Methodology for Bus Routes with On-to-Off Counts and OD Survey Data, 
but without APC Data

Table 7-C-1
where passengers board the bus. The columns in the table identify the segments where people alight 
the bus. For example, 20 of the On-to-Off counts captured riders boarding on segment 2 and alighting 
on segment 3.

Table 7-C-1: Bus Data Expansion Table Results of On-to-Off Survey

Table 7-C-2: Bus Data Expansion Table Distribution of On-to-Off Survey

Table 7-C-2 shows the distribution of the data in Table 7-C-1 expressed as a percentage of all 
boardings for the route, time period, and direction. Table 7-C-2 was created by dividing each 
On-to-Off cell in Table 7-C-1 by the sum of all On-to-Off counts in Table 7-C-1, 100.  For example, 
20/100 (20.00%) of all trips board in segment 2 and alight in segment 3 as shown in Table 7-C-2.
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Table 7-C-3: Bus Data Expansion Table Initial Estimate of Ridership Flows Between 
Segments

Table 7-C-4: Number of Completed Surveys

Table 7-C-5: Weighting Factors

The total ridership for the route, time period, and direction was applied to the On-to-Off distribution 
shown in Table 7-C-2
boarding to the alighting segment, shown in Table 7-C-3. Applying the actual ridership, 300 riders, to 
the distribution creates an estimate that 60 trips (20.00% x 300) boarded in Segment 2 and alighted 
in Segment 3.

The actual number of OD records completed for each boarding-to-alighting segment is shown in 
Table 7-C-4.  To calculate the expansion factors, the estimate of ridership between segments, shown 
in Table 7-C-3, was divided by the actual number of OD records completed between segments, 
shown in Table 7-C-4. The calculation produces the expansion factors shown in Table 7-C-5. So, the 
60 estimated riders were divided by the 7 OD records to produce a factor of 8.57 to be applied to 
riders who board in segment 2 and alighting in segment 3 as shown in Table 7-C-5.

Once all the expansion factors were calculated, each factor was applied to all surveys with the 
same route, direction, time of day, boarding segment, and alighting segment. 
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7.2.4 Type 4 Expansion: Bus Routes with OD Survey Data, without 
On-to-Off Counts Data or APC Data 

For routes that only have OD Survey data, Type 4 expansion is utilized. Routes are divided into three 
segments based on number of stops along a route. These segments were then appended to the OD 
Survey database. The methodology for Type 4 expansion is as follows: 
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Type 4
Expansion Methodology for Bus Routes with OD Survey Data,
without On-to-Off Counts Data or APC Data 

Table 7-D-1 shows the segmented results from the OD survey that replaced the On-to-Off counts. Each 

identify the segments where people alighted. For example, 7 of the OD surveys had riders board in 
segment 2 and alight in segment 3. 

Table 7-D-1: Bus Data Expansion Table Results of On-to-Off Survey

Table 7-D-2: Bus Data Expansion Table Distribution of On-to-Off Survey

Table 7-D-2 shows the distribution of the data inTable 7-D-1 as a percentage of all boardings for 
the route. Table 7-D-2 was created by dividing each on-to-off cell in Table 7-D-1 by the sum of all 
OD records replacement data in Table 7-D-1, which is 30.  For example, 7/30 (23.33%) of all trips 
boarded in segment 2 and alighted in segment 3 as shown in Table 7-D-2.

The total ridership for the route, time period, and direction was applied to the On-to-Off distribution 
shown in Table 7-D-2
boarding segment to the alighting segment as shown in Table 7-D-3. Applying the actual ridership 
of 300 to the distribution creates an estimate that 70 trips (23.33% x 300) board in Segment 2 and 
alight in Segment 3. 
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Table 7-D-3: Bus Data Expansion Table Initial Estimate of Ridership Flows Between 
Segments

Table 7-D-4: Number of Completed Surveys

Table 7-D-5: Weighting Factors

The actual number of OD records that were completed for each boarding-to-alighting segment pair is 
shown in Table 7-D-4. To calculate the expansion factors, the estimate of ridership between segments, 
shown in Table 7-D-3, was divided by the actual number of OD records that were completed between 
segments shown in Table 7-D-4. This calculation produces the expansion factors shown in Table 7-D-5.  
So, the 70 estimated riders were divided by the 7 completed OD records to produce a factor of 10.00 
to be applied to riders who boarded in segment 2 and alighted in segment 3 as shown in Table 7-D-5.
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General Rule for Expansion Factors

of keeping expansion factors below 3 times the average expansion factor based on the sampling 
percentage.  This is done in order to keep any one record from representing a markedly high 
number of riders in the system.  The formula for determining this guideline is: 

1/(Sampling %) x 3 = Guideline Weight Factor

If the expansion factor for a boarding segment to alighting segment pair is greater than 3 times 
the average expansion factor then it is aggregated into the adjacent boarding-to-alighting segment 
where it will have the least impact on the previously existing expansion factors. This guideline is 
standard for all the various expansion types.  

Summary

After all the factors are appended to the OD survey database (regardless of type of expansion) 
the factors are summed by route, time period, and direction.  If expansion was done properly, the 
summed factors will equal the boarding ridership provided in the APC data by route, time period, 
and direction.

Once all the expansion factors are calculated, each factor is applied to all surveys with the same 
route, direction, time of day, boarding segment, and alighting segment.  

100 Chapter 7 | Data Weighting & Expansion



IndyGo On-Board Survey

  

7.3 LINKED TRIP EXPANSION FACTORS FOR ALL RECORDS

The linked trip expansion factor helps to account for the number of transfers that were made by each 
passenger, so the linked expansion factors should better represent the overall system. Linked expansion 
factors are generated after the unlinked expansion factors are created.

The equation that is used to calculate the linked trip multiplying factor is shown below:

Linked Trip Multiplying Factor = [1 / (1 + # of transfers)]

If a passenger did not make a transfer, the linked trip multiplying factor would be 1.0 because the person 
would have only boarded one vehicle.   If a person made two transfers, the linked trip expansion factor 
would be 0.33 because the person would have boarded three transit vehicle during his/her one-way trip.  
An example of how the linked trip expansion factors were calculated is provided in Figure 7-4 below.

Figure 7-4: Sample Calculations of Linked Trip Multiplying Factors

Once the linked trip multiplier is created it is multiplied by the unlinked expansion factor to create the linked 
expansion factor. 

7.4 DECOMPOSITION ANALYSIS

Resource Systems Group (RSG), a subconsultant that specializes in statistical analyses, performed a 
decomposition analysis to understand how the linked-trip weights represent actual ridership. On a typical 
Origin-Destination (OD) study, an unlinked-trip weight is calculated based on the average weekday ridership 
for the route on which the respondent was surveyed, and does not consider whether they transferred to or 
from other routes during their trip. A second weight is calculated (the linked-trip weight) that considers the 
number of transfers made. This weight is calculated by taking the number of transfers made by a respondent, 
adding one, and then taking the inverse of that number. For example, if a rider made one transfer, the linked-
trip weight would be the inverse of one plus one—or 1/2. If the rider made two transfers, then the linked-trip 
weight would be 1/3. 

The decomposition analysis reviews all transit routes/lines used by survey respondents and looks to see how 
many riders transferred to each route and from each route. This allows us to determine whether the total 
ridership estimated from the linked trip weight using all the routes/lines adds up to the total boardings on a 
particular route as well as the total boardings for the entire system.
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Table 7-E-2: Unlinked Trips or Boardings Example

Route 1 Route 2 Route 3
1000   
  
 1000  
  
  1000
  
1000   1000  
  
 1000 1000
  
1000 1000 1000

Table 7-E-1: Linked Trips example (# linked trips)

As one can see in the table above, these 6,000 linked trips are the equivalent of the number of riders on 
the system. However, these 6,000 riders (linked trips) are making 10,000 unique boardings (the number of 
times these riders get on a transit vehicle). The 10,000 boardings for these 6,000 riders are shown in Table 
7-E-2. In this table, boardings in red indicate the additional boardings over what is shown in Table 7-E-1. 
The boardings in red are due to the transfers made by riders. 

Route 1 Route 2 Route 3
1000

1000

1000

1000

1000

1000

Table 7-E-1 below is an example of a simple transit system with 6,000 linked trips (riders) on three routes.
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The purpose of this memo is to summarize RSG’s decomposition analysis conducted on the IndyGo OD 
dataset. This analysis reviews all transit routes used by survey respondents and looks to see how many 
riders transferred to and from each route. This allows one to determine whether the total ridership estimated 
from the linked trip weight using all the routes/lines adds up to the total boardings on a particular route as 
well as the total boardings on the entire surveyed system. This analysis is a good QA/QC step to ensure 
the survey effort and weighting/expansion process was done properly.

RSG found virtually no difference between linked and unlinked boardings. Upon analysis by route size one 

resolution increases. The differences between estimated and actual boardings seen on IndyGo are extremely 

Table 7-E-3: Example Results

Table 7-E-4: Decomposition Analysis Summary

The analysis is summarized in a table like Table 7-E-3, which shows the number of respondents surveyed on 
a particular route along with the number of respondents surveyed on other routes that reported transferring 
to or from the route. The table then sums the total number of boardings reported in the survey (either by 
being surveyed on or transferred to/from) and compares this sum to the actual boardings obtained from 
APC or farebox data. Ideally, the system-wide difference between the two should be small but some amount 
of difference is to be expected at the route level.

 Linked Trips Unlinked Trips

Route 
Surveyed

# Resp. 
Surveyed 
on Route

# Resp. 
Transferring 
FROM Route

# Resp. 
Transferring 
TO Route

Total Board-
ings (from 
survey)

Actual 
Boardings

Absolute Percent 

Route 1 1,500 700 800 3,000 3,100 -100 -3.2%
Route 2 3,000 2,000 1,000 6,000 5,000 1,000 20.0%
Route 3 500 250 250 1,000 975 25 2.6%
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          IndyGo 2016 On-Board Ridership Survey
    Please take a few minutes to be counted as we plan the future of your transit system.

What is your HOME ADDRESS (please be specific, ex: 123 W. Main St): 
(If you are visiting the Indianapolis area, please list the hotel name or address where you are staying)

______________________________________________ ______________________ _________ _________
Street Address City State Zip Code

11a. Did you transfer FROM another bus BEFORE getting on this bus? Yes      No

11b. Will you transfer TO another bus AFTER getting off this bus?         Yes No

11c. Please list the BUS ROUTES in the exact order you use them for this one-way trip

        START                          END

                         1st Route        2nd Route         3rd Route      4th Route

COMING FROM?
1. What type of place are you 

COMING FROM NOW?
(the starting place for your one-way trip)

     Work or Work Related                    
     College / University (students only)
     School K-12 (students only)           
     Doctor / Clinic / Hospital (non-work)
      Shopping
      O  Social / Religious / Personal Business
      Airport (passengers only)
      Your HOME Go to Question #4
     Other: ____________________

2. What is the NAME of the place you are 
coming from now? 

____________________________________________

3. What is the EXACT ADDRESS of this 
place? (OR Intersection if you do not know the 
exact address: )

____________________________________________

City: ______________ State: ______  Zip: ________

4. How did you GET FROM your origin (the 
place in Question #1) TO THE VERY
FIRST bus you used for this one-way 
trip?

Walk / Wheelchair
Bike 
Was dropped off by someone (answer 4a)
Drove alone and parked (answer 4a)
Drove or rode with others and parked (answer 4a)

O Car share (e.g. BlueIndy, etc.) (answer 4a)
O Taxi, Uber, Lyft, etc. (answer 4a)

       O Other_____________
      

4a. Where did you board the FIRST bus
you used for this one-way trip

       (Nearest intersection):
________________________________________________

5. Where did you get ON this bus? Please 
provide the nearest intersection: 

______________________________________________

GOING TO?
6. What type of place are you 

GOING TO NOW?
(the ending place for your one-way trip)

     Work or Work Related                    
     College / University (students only)
     School K-12 (students only)           
     Doctor / Clinic / Hospital (non-work)
      Shopping
      O  Social / Religious / Personal Business
      Airport (passengers only)
      Your HOME Go to Question #9
     Other: ____________________

7. What is the NAME of the place you are 
going to now? 

____________________________________________

8. What is the EXACT ADDRESS of this 
place? (OR Intersection if you do not know the 
exact address: )

____________________________________________

City: ______________ State: ______  Zip: ________

9. How will you GET TO your destination 
(listed in Question #6) after you get off the
LAST bus you will use for this one-way 
trip?

Walk / Wheelchair
Bike 
Be picked up by someone (answer 9a)
Get in a parked vehicle & drive alone (answer 9a)
Get in a parked vehicle & drive/ride w/others (answer 9a)

O  Car share (e.g. BlueIndy, etc.) (answer 9a)
O Taxi, Uber, Lyft, etc. (answer 9a)

       O Other_____________

9a. Where will you get off the LAST bus
you are using for this one-way trip (Nearest 
intersection):
________________________________________________

10.Where will you get OFF this bus? Please 
provide the nearest intersection:

______________________________________________
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OTHER INFORMATION ABOUT THIS TRIP

ABOUT YOU AND YOUR HOUSEHOLD

      
      12. What time did you BOARD this bus?           _______  :  _______  am / pm (circle one)

      13.  Will you (or did you) make this same trip in exactly the opposite direction today?  
No         Yes  - At what time did/will you leave for this trip in the opposite direction? ______:______ am/pm  (circle one)

               
      14. What fare payment methods were used for this one-way trip? (select all that apply)

1 Trip (Cash on bus)      O 1 Day Pass          O 7 Day Pass 31 Day Pass (Monthly)
1 Trip Ticket           O 10 Trip Pass        S Pass (If S Pass skip to Q16)      Other_________________

     
     15. What type of fare was this?

Youth (6-18) Regular   O Senior (65 and older)  O Disabled

      16. On this round trip (between the time you left home and will return home) will you or did you 
           (check all that apply)
          O No other trip        O Go to work O Go to school  O Go shopping 

O Buy a meal/beverage O Visit friend/relative or attend a religious/social event    O Other errands 
O Other (please specify):___________

      17. If bus services were not available, how would you have made this trip?
Would have walked Would have driven myself       O Car Share (e.g. Blue Indy, etc.)  

      O Would have bicycled O Would have taken a taxi, Uber, Lyft, etc.   O Would not have made this trip
      O Would have ridden with someone else O Would have taken transit to a different location  
   
       18. How many days a week do you usually make this trip?
             O 6-7 days a week             O Twice a month                        O First time riding
             O 3-5 days a week             O Once a month
             O 1-2 days a week             O Less than once a month

  19. Are you a visitor to the Indianapolis region?   No    Yes (if YES, please skip to Q25)

  20. How many vehicles (cars, trucks, or motorcycles) are available to your household?  _________ vehicles
20a. [If #20 is more than NONE] Could you have used one of these vehicles for this trip?   Yes     No

  21. Including YOU, how many people live in your household? _______ people                      

  22. Including YOU, how many people (over age 15) in your household are employed full/part-time?____ people
        

  23. What is your employment status? (check the one response that BEST describes you)
Employed full-time (more than 30 hours per week) Not employed     Part time temporarily employee 

      Employed part-time (less than 30 hours per week) Full time temporarily employee Retired

  24.  What is your student status? (check the one response that BEST describes you)
Not a student          Yes – College/University/Community College      Yes – K - 12th grade
Yes – Vocational / Technical / Trade school O Other_________________________

25. Do you have a valid driver’s license?   Yes    No

  26. What is your AGE?    Under 16       16-18 19-24      25-34   
35-49                  50-64        65 and over

  27. What is your race / ethnicity? (check all that apply)
American Indian/Alaska Native       Asian Black/African/African American Hispanic/Latino     
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander     White Other: ____________________

  28. What is your gender?  Male   Female

         29. Which of the following BEST describes your TOTAL ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME in 2015 before taxes?
Less than $15,000      $25,000 - $34,999  $60,000 - $99,999        $150,000 - $199,999               
$15,000 - $24,999       $35,000 - $59,999              $100,000 – $149,999       $200,000 or more       

  
  30. Do you speak a language other than English at home?   No     Yes - Which language? _____________  

30a. [If #30 is Yes] How well do you speak English? Very Well     Well     Less than well     Not at all

  31. Do you have any of the following: (check all that apply)   
Smart phone      Checking account       O Debit card       O Credit card

REGISTER TO WIN 1 of 3 31-Day passes

Please provide your name and phone number so you can be sent your prize if selected.

Your Name: ___________________________________

Phone Number: (_____) _________________________

Thank you for your help!
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WELCOME

2016 On-Board Ridership Survey
Origin-Destination Survey Training
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Indianapolis Metropolitan Planning Organization
Indianapolis Public Transportation Corporation

Ryan McCuchan (ETC)
Brad Carlson (ETC)
Fred G’sell (ETC)
Lochmueller Group 

2

Overview of the project
What you will be doing
Expectations for conduct
How to use the equipment 
How to conduct the survey
Practical exercise for conducting the survey
Adjourn

3
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The overall purpose of the survey is to collect
information on the travel patterns of bus passengers to
inform transportation planning and forecasting, leading to
a better transit system.

4

Most importantly, the data you will be collecting is important
and will benefit the Indianapolis and the surrounding areas for
years to come.

Each individual passenger you collect information on from the 
interview, is being counted. It is very important to capture each 
individual so that each particular passenger may be represented 
in planning.
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As a Interviewer, your job will consist of riding on board
IndyGo bus routes conducting in-person interviews with
passengers.

You will approach passengers using a random selection method
(to be described later in training), politely explain who you are
and what IndyGo is doing, ask for participation, and conduct the
survey using a personal tablet loaded with the survey.

6

Be On-time
Drivers and Transit employees are ALWAYS right!!!!!
Business Casual Attire – Jeans are okay but make sure jeans
are appropriate (no tears, excessively baggy). No saggy pants.
Be polite and courteous to everyone (Employees/Passengers).
Good hygiene is important.
No headphones on the bus. If you want to listen to
headphones, keep them hidden and use them only on break.
Do not use the internet on the tablets for personal use!!

7



IndyGo On-Board Survey

111Appendix B | IndyGo Training OD Survey

Cell phone calls from the bus should be to supervisors or other
survey staff for work purposes only. Personal cell phone calls
should be made on break and should not involve foul language
if on any of the transit systems property including bus stop
shelters.
No disrespectful behavior of any kind will be tolerated.
No Cheating…you will get caught

8

Do NOT hold up the line when people are getting on or off the bus.
The survey is ALWAYS voluntary. There is never a good reason to
argue with anyone who doesn’t want to participate in the survey.
No eating / drinking / chewing tobacco / smoking / E cigarettes /
vaping on the bus. No tobacco products while in your vest/near
transit facilities including shelters, because that is against the law.
Some one is always watching you

9
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Driver / Customer Interaction
No arguments with drivers / riders (remove yourself from the
situation)
Even though you do not work for the IMPO or IndyGo, your
behavior reflects on them.
“Thank you for your suggestions and/or I understand your
comments and concerns. I am a subcontractor for IndyGo and
the IMPO and I am sure that if you call customer service, they
will also value your thoughts and opinions”.

10

Contact Information
Project cell phone ???????????????
No VM, texts encouraged
Identify yourself and your issues quickly

DO NOT BRING VALUABLES THAT DON’T FIT IN YOUR
POCKET OR CARRYABLE BAG!!!!

11
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Your personal safety comes first.
Always look both ways when crossing streets and parking lots
Always wear your vest (identifies you as a interviewer to
security)
Always have your hand on the hand rail if you are
standing/walking on a moving vehicle

If you ever feel that your safety is being threatened, please get
off the vehicle.

13

QUESTIONS ABOUT CONDUCT
or SAFETY?
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The main elements we will be collecting during the interview is
the passenger’s one-way trip. A one-way trip is shown in the
example below and differs from a round trip. A one-way trip is
getting from point A to point B such as traveling from work to
home, home to work, school to shopping, etc.

14

The one-way trip information we will collect includes:
Each passengers Origin (where the passenger is coming from
including type of place and location)
All routes the passenger has taken and will take to make the
current trip they are on (routes prior to the vehicle the survey
is being conducted and the routes that will be used after the
passenger exits the vehicle that they are surveyed on)

15
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Destination (where the passenger is going including type of
place and location
Boarding and alighting locations for the vehicle the survey is
being conducted (where the respondent got on the bus and is
getting off the bus which they are surveyed on)
How passengers get to their first transit stop from their origin
and how they will get to their destination from their last transit
stop
Transfers before and after this bus

16

We will also collect the passenger’s home address. If a passenger
is uncomfortable providing their precise home address, ask if
they can provide the nearest cross streets or intersection. Other
data we will collect includes:

Fare information
The time that the passenger boarded the bus that they are
being surveyed on
If the passenger will be making their return trip using the same
exact routes (opposite direction)

17
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Frequency and length of time riding transit
Residential Status – If the respondent is a Visitor
Working Automobiles available to their household and
availability for current trip
Number of people living in household (Specify Dorms etc.)
Household employees (persons over 15 that are living with
them and employed)
Employment status of the passenger and if employed, does
employer pay any part of transit fare

18

Student status of the passenger
Drivers license status of the passenger
Age, Ethnicity, and Gender of passenger
Household Income for 2015 (let passenger select this on the
tablet)
Other languages spoke in their household if any
If they speak another language at home, how well do they
speak English

19
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The interview should take no longer than 7 minutes. Depending
on amount of transfers used and other items, it may take a
minute or two more. Once familiarized with the survey and
program, you may be able to complete a survey in 4-5 minutes.
Our expectations for surveyor productivity are no less than 5
completed surveys per hour that are accurate.

20

Approach passengers with a smile and introduce yourself as a
surveyor for Metropolitan Council. Make sure to approach the
passenger with enthusiasm and do not be afraid when asking
questions relating to demographics. Be polite even if the
passenger declines the interview. Always thank the passenger at
the end of the survey or if the passenger refuses.

21
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If a passenger refuses to take the survey, quickly state the
importance of the survey and how their individual input will
contribute to transportation improvement. It is very important to
capture that individuals trip and demographic information so that
they may be counted in regional planning.

22

It is of utmost importance that the correct address or cross streets
are input into the survey. Address information must include:

Complete address with correct city (you must verify city or zip
code)
If a passenger only gives an intersection (cross streets), we
must have two cross streets. If the passenger only provides
one cross street, you must ask for another intersecting street
and then verify the city.
If the passenger provides a place name, then you must verify
the exact location of that place (streets and city).

23
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Two Types: Samsung Galaxies and/or iPads
Review Basics

How to turn the device on/off
How to log into the survey
How to adjust brightness and other settings
How to check you battery strength

24

Selecting Participants
Everyone who boards the bus/train is eligible participate
The tablet will select the rider to be interviewed
DO NOT skip children or persons with disabilities
If you encounter a child who is accompanied by an adult,
ask the parent or adult with him/her for permission or have
the parent answer on behalf of the child.
Always introduce the interview in English!
VERY IMPORTANT – the selection process must ALWAYS
BE RANDOM

25



IndyGo On-Board Survey

120 Appendix B | IndyGo Training OD Survey

Getting People to Do the Survey

“Hi, I’m Brad, you were randomly selected to participate in
a short interview to improve service on route XX.”
“Would you mind answering a few questions?” or
“Please help us out”

26

Four Response Options:

YES – you will ask if they have at least five minutes to
determine whether you will administer

Full Survey
Full Survey until passenger has to exit

NO – refusal, follow question
NO – language barrier, attempt call

27
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We will now be taking a short break. Please return to the
meeting room in approximately 15 minutes.

For some assignments you will need to be cognizant of getting
on and off your assigned route. You will need to ask the driver at
the end of each trip, if that bus is remaining the same route. We
will also be conducting some survey assignments by utilizing
Bus Blocks.

A block is an series of trips made by a single bus and may
includes multiple routes.

29
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The Block will always be represented on the front of the bus but
always double check with the driver. On occasions you will have
to get off your vehicle and wait to catch another block so we can
get you back to a starting location or back on track to get back to
the starting location.

30

The Most Important Thing is, when one trip ends, check your 
assignments sheet so you can either:

Get off that bus to catch another block. When ever you see a 
black line in your assignment such as assignment 6 which has 
three block changes, you will have to get off each bus to wait 
for the next block.
Ensure the route and direction so you can enter each route 
and direction properly to associate each survey with the 
correct information.

31
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Go through Example assignments 50 and 6
Asn = Assignment Number
Route= Route to enter (Important)
Direction=Route Direction to enter (important)
Block= Bus vehicle you will be riding on
Start Location= starting point/stop for trip
Start = starting point/stop for trip
End= ending point/stop for trip
End Location= ending point/stop for trip

32

Let’s Walk Thru the Survey

33
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Questions

Breakout in Small Groups

34

Test Questions

35


	Title VI Program
	Appendix A
	Title VI Notice to the Public
	Title VI Website Screenshot
	IndyGo System Map

	Appendix B
	Title VI Complaint Procedure
	Complaint Summary Table

	Appendix C
	Language Assistance Plan
	Public Outreach Efforts

	Appendix D
	Subrecipient Compliance Review Data
	Sample Letter

	Appendix E
	Service Monitoring Report
	Service Monitoring Action Item

	Appendix F
	Survey Analysis Report
	Passenger Survey

	Appendix G
	Adoption of Policies

	Appendix H
	2016 Title VI Service Restructuring
	Service Restructuring Minutes
	Service Restructuring Action Item


