DIRECTIONS

A Rapid Transit Study To Improve Regional Mobility




Metropolitan Statistical Area
(MSA) for air quality, transit,
and other regional planning

purposes

Redefined by 2000 Census
Data

1.6 million people
700,000 households

Indianapolis MSA is 29th
largest in the US

Metropolitan Planning Area 2004
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Total System

Daily Vehicle-
Miles of Travel
Urban Area (000)

85 Urban Area Average 40,024
Large Urban Area Average 40.051
,oan Diego CA 63.000
My Seattle WA 56,885
S8 |linneapolis-St. Paul MM 62,850
St Louis MO-IL 62,450
Tampa-5t. Petersburg FL 58.240
Baltimore MD 51,760
JDenver-Aurara CO 47 560
Kansas City MO-KS 42 545
Orlando FL 41,525
Cleveland OH 40,200
JSan Jose CA 39,600
Cincinnati OH-KY-IM 39,225
Pittsburgh PA 39,075
Riverside-San Bernardino CA 36,320
."Jirginia Beach VA 36,000
_{{p % Milwaukee W 33.645
k? 7| Portland OR-WA 32,475
" Sacramento CA 32,435
| San Antonio TX 31,400
Indianapolis [N 30,635
 Columbus CH 29,655
0 Las\Vegas NV 27,490
- | Oklahoma City OK 27.000
C Providence RI-MA 26,325
Buffalo MY 22,060
16870

Mew Orleans LA
—

s
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State of the Region: Congestion

A Rapi Tronsl Sudy o Improve Begionl MoSEry

Congested
Travel
Urban Area (% of Peak VIMT)
85 Urlhan Area Average a7
Large Urban Area Average 63
Sacramento CA& gz
San Diego CA a1
Riverside-3an Bernardino CA 79
LasVegas MY 7a
Fartland OR-VW A Fii
Seattle WA Th
Demver-Aurora CO T4
San Jose CA T3
Minneapolis-3t. Paul MR 72
Tampa-St. Petersburg FL i
Baltimore MD 70
Indianapalis M 67
Crlando FL 65
St Louis MO-IL 63
Colmbus OH 59
Virginia Beach VA 56
San Antonio TX i
Cincinnati OH-KY-IMN 55
Miwaukee Wl 53
Mew Orleans LA 50
Providence RI-MA 43
Kansas City MO-K3 35
Cklahoma City OK 34
Cleveland OH 32
Pittsburgh PA 27
Buffalo MY 25

Congested
System
Urban Area (% of lane-miles)
a5 Urban Area Average G0
Large Urban Area Average Y
San Diego CA 70
Demwver-4urara CO 70
Sacramento CA G3
LasVegas MY 63
Tampa-3t. Petersburg FL G3
Partland OR-W A a7
Indianapaolis 1M a7
Minneapalis-3t. Paul MK G5
Seattle WA G4
San Jose CA 63
Riverside-5an Bernardino CA 62
Baltimore MD G2
Crlando FL G2
St Lowis MO-IL 55
Colmbus OH 55
Yirginia Beach VA 53
Providence RI-MA 43
San Antonio TX 45
Cincinnati OH-KY-IM 45
Mew Orleans LA 45
Mitwaukes Wl 43
kKansas City MO-K3 42
Pittsburagh PA 40
Cklahoma City OK 39
Buffalo MY 36
Cleveland OH 32

Source: Texas Transportation Institute, 2005 Urban Mobility Report



State of the Region: Congestion

—— Annual Hours of Delay
e | A Rapid tranad Sy fo Improve Regiasal Mobry
Peer Group Total Delay
Rank Urban Area (000) Annual Congestion
85 Urban Area Average 43 802 Cost per
Large Urban Area Average 33,647 Peer Group Peak Traveler
Rank Urban Area (dollars)

1 San Diego CA 81 756 85 Urban Area Average 794

2 Seatile WA 72 AR Large Urban Area Average 620

3 Denver-Aurom CO 64,506

4 Baltimore MD 62 436 1 Riverside-San Bernardino CA G947

5 Minneapolis-St. Paul MN 57 538 2 Orlando FL 933

5 Tampa-St. Petersburg FL 51,350 3 San Diego CA 300

7 Riverside-San Bernardino CA 50,155 3 San Jose CA 300

2] San Jose CA A8 134 5 DEFI.'I.-'EF-.:"-"-.LIFDFE co 665

9 St Louis MO-IL 30.036 g gzg't;”;{ffg"[’ ?gg

= g;fpa?ﬂoelr:‘llt_o CA gg;% 8 T;mpa-St._F'eteraburg FL 772
Portland OR-WA 33 387 9 Minneapolis-5t. Paul MM 722
Cincinnati OHACY-IN 27288 ]3 ggﬁﬁj?jgﬁ_ﬁﬁ E?g
SEHy Jxmonio 1 X 23,180 12 [indianapolis IN 641
L2 Venas Hy 2224 13 |st. Louis MOAL 596
Yiria BEAch Ay 21,746 14 |San Antonio TX 552
Providence RI-MA 21,668 15 Providence RI-MA £46
Indianapolis IN 21,358 16 Cincinnati OH-KY-IN 513
Columbus OH 18,930 17 Las Vegas NV 511
B e A 16,24 18 [Columbus OH 483
Pittsburgh PA 14,530 19 \lirginia Beach VA 438
Kansas Clt}’ MOS 13874 20 Milwaukee W] 397
Mew Orleans LA 10,853 21 New Orleans LA 306
Cleveland OH 10,710 22 Kansas City MO-KS 286
Oklahoma City OK 7218 23 Pittsburgh PA 241
Buffalo NY 6,980 24 Buffalo NY 221

25 Oklahoma City OK 205
26 Cleveland OH 17T

/‘\
w Source: Texas Transportation Institute, 2005 Urban Mobility Report



Regional Evaluation and @
Selection of Locally Preferred Corridor s
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Corridors were determined i | =i 1 ==
and evaluated based on:  [BOONE - | | = HEMILTON | g
. Labrw rur 2 . ':u|_"_;_|' 1 Lk ] -:"."..-

m  Employment and e e [ e
population densities ; -

m Special generators or
destinations

m Land-use pattems
m Travel desires
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Alternatives Analyéis

Potential Alignments,
& Stations

e
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. = TransitCenter Location

Long-range, fully integrated,
bus and rapid transit system
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Proposed Long-Range Plan
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Candidate
Rapid Transit Technologies

Source: MABI

Source: Bombardier

/Su:u_ylga: Siemens
‘ ’

nrs

i

Bus Rapid Transit
(BRT)
typically diesel

Light Rail Transit
(LRT)

electric or diesel

Automated Guideway
Transit (AGT)
typically electric



(BRT)

-------------

Bus Rapid Transit

» Technology Classification:
Conventional Line Haul
Transit

*Average System Capacity:
20,000 to 25,000 P/H/D

*Power: Diesel, Electric or
Hybrid Traction Motor

*Operating Environment:
Exclusive Guideway




Light Rail Transit

A Rapi Tronsl Sudy o Improve Begionl MoSEry

*Technology Classification: Rail w/
Steel Wheel & Track

sAverage System Capacity: 30,000 to
35,000 P/H/D

» Power: Overhead Electric or Diesel

+Operating Environment: Street
Running or Separate RW
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~+-Average Operating Speed:25 - 55 mp
. -Typical Station Spacing: 1/2 - 1 Mile

.
MPO



Automated Guideway Transit

(AGT) EEEEEESS

" »Technology Classification:
Advanced Elevated Line

*Average System Capacity:
60,000 to 80,000 P/H/D

SAREREETITR

Power: Electric

: : § *Operating Env:tromnent

*Average Operating Speed:
35 - 75 MPH

*Typical Station Spacing:
1/2 -1 Mile

-
MPO




Current NE Corridor Rapid ‘I*~

Transit Study LSS

» Refining definition of alternatives
« Updating capital, operating, and
maintenance costs

« Traific Impact Analysis
(microsimulation modeling)

= Assessing existing land use




Benefits of Rapid Transit in
Central Indiana

» Daily Ridership ~ preliminary estimates
= ~ 120,000 average daily riders with full system
build-out
» Predicted Savings*
» 3 million person hours daily
= O hours of delay per person per year
= $70M per vear in savings in travel time

« Congestion Relief and Reverse Commute

= Relieve peak period congestion in Northeast
Corridor (I-69, SR 37, [-465) and anticipated
congestion throughout Central Indiana

« Ability to effectively move people from downtown
Indianapolis to outlying areas

* 2005 Texas Transportation Institute Urban Mobility Study

.
MPO




Benefits of Rapid Transit in
Central Indiana, Continued

» Economic Development & Land Use

= 205% increase in property value within 1/4 mile of
transit station, decreasing out to 1 mile

» Smart Growth land-use policy encourage dense,
mixed-use, development around transit stations
and corridors

« Creates livable communities that are attractive to
major emplovers and highly educated individuals

« Air Quality Benefits:

= Relief of congested roadways lead to improved air
quality
» Improved air quality provides healthier
environment for those at risk (I.e. children, elderly,
those with asthmal)
ﬁ 0 * 2005 Texas Transportation Institute Urban Mobility Study




DIRECTIONS

A Fapid lroral Iudy fo imprgse Begionol SoSilfy

Thank You!!

Please stay in touch:
WL INAYMpo. org
vy, cleardirections.info
Contact: Amy Inman,
MPO Project Manager

ainman@indygov.org
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