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CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
November 28, 2018  

6:30 – 8:00 pm 
McCloskey Conference Room (#155) 

 
I.  Call to Order and Introductions  

 
II. Approval of Minutes 

 
III. Communications from the Chair and Vice-Chair 

 
IV. Reports from Officers and/or Committees 

 
V. Reports from Staff 

a. I-69 Update – Substantial Completion 
 

VI. Old Business 
a. Complete Streets Policy – Adopted November 2018 
b. BMCMPO C.Y. 2013-2015 Crash Report – November 2018 

 
VII. New Business 

a. FY 2018-2021 Transportation Improvement Program Amendments* 
i. DES#1801834 – Rural Transit - Operating Assistance 

ii. DES#1801902 – Rural Transit - Operating Assistance 
iii. DES#1802041 – Rural Transit - Operating Assistance 
iv. DES#1802042 – Rural Transit - Operating Assistance 
v. DES#1801850 –  Rural Transit - Surveillance Equipment 

vi. DES#1801864 – Rural Transit - Two Large Replacement Transit Vehicles 
vii. DES#1801900 – Rural Transit – Two Large Replacement Transit Vehicles 
 

b. FY 2020-2024 Transportation Improvement Program – Call for Projects 
 
VIII. Communications from Committee Members (non-agenda items) 

a. Topic suggestions for future agendas 
 

IX. Upcoming Meetings 
a. Policy Committee – January 11, 2019 at 1:30 p.m. (Council Chambers) 
b. Technical Advisory Committee – January 23, 2019 at 10:00 a.m. (McCloskey Room) 
c. Citizens Advisory Committee – January 23, 2019 at 6:30 p.m. (McCloskey Room) 

  
Adjournment                                    
*Action Requested / Public comment prior to vote (limited to five minutes per speaker). 
Auxiliary aids for people with disabilities are available upon request with adequate notice.  Please call 812-
349-3429 or e-mail human.rights@bloomington.in.gov.   
 

Suggested 
Time: 

~6:30pm 

 

 

 
~6:40pm 
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~7:45pm 
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I. DEFINITION1 
Complete streets are roadways designed to accommodate all users, 
including, but not limited to, pedestrians, bicyclists, users of public 
transit, and individual mobility devices, people with disabilities, the 
elderly, motorists, freight providers, emergency responders, and 
adjacent land users2. Through complete streets, the safety and mobility 
for vulnerable road users is as much of a priority as all other modes. 

 
II. APPLICABILITY3 

This policy shall apply to  each of the following:   

1. All new construction and reconstruction/retrofit of local roadways 
that will use federal funds through the Bloomington-Monroe County 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (BMCMPO) for any phase of 
project implementation including planning, design, right-of-way 
acquisition, construction, or construction engineering. This includes 
all maintenance and ongoing operations projects such as 
resurfacing, repaving, restriping, rehabilitation or other types of 
changes to the transportation system or; 4 

2. Local roadway projects that are included in the Transportation 
Improvement program (TIP) and are not past the Preliminary Field 
Check Phase or more than thirty percent (30%) complete with 
design at the time this policy is adopted or; 

3. Local roadway projects where the BMCMPO has the programming 
authority to allocate federal funding. 

4. Projects which are beyond thirty percent (30%) complete with 
design are still bound to comply with the 2009 Complete Streets 
Policy. 
 

III. VISION AND PURPOSE 
This Complete Streets Policy is written to empower and direct residents, 
elected officials, government agencies, planners, engineers, and 
architects to use an interdisciplinary approach to incorporate the 
needs of all users into the design and construction of roadway projects 
funded through the Bloomington/Monroe County Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (BMCMPO). 
 

                                                 
1 New heading. 
2 Unchanged. 
3 Unchanged. 
4 Formerly excluded resurfacing activities that do not alter the current/existing geometric designs of a 
roadway 
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The Complete Streets concept is an initiative to design and build roads 
that adequately accommodate all users of a corridor, including 
pedestrians, bicyclists, users of mass transit, people with disabilities, the 
elderly, motorists, freight providers, emergency responders, and 
adjacent land users. This concept dictates that appropriate 
accommodations be made so that all modes of transportation can 
function safely, comfortably and independently in current and future 
conditions.  A Complete Streets policy can be adapted to fit local 
community needs and used to direct future transportation planning. 
Such a policy should incorporate community values and qualities 
including environment, scenic, aesthetic, historic and natural 
resources, as well as safety and mobility. This approach demands 
careful  multimodal evaluation for all transportation corridors 
integrated with best management strategies for land use and 
transportation. 5     
 
The desired outcome of this Complete Streets Policy is to create an 
equitable, balanced and effective transportation system for all types 
of users that is integrated with adjacent land uses where every 
roadway user can safely and comfortably travel throughout the 
community.6 
 
The goals of this Complete Streets Policy are: 
 
1. To ensure that the safety and  mobility of all users of the 

transportation system are accommodated, including pedestrians, 
bicyclists, users of mass transit, people with disabilities, the elderly, 
motorists, freight providers, emergency responders, and adjacent 
land users; 

 
2. To incorporate the principles in this policy into all aspects of the 

transportation project development process, including project 
identification, scoping procedures and design approvals, as well as 
design manuals and performance measures; 
 

3. To create a comprehensive, integrated, and connected 
transportation network that supports compact, sustainable 
development; 
 

4. To ensure the use of the latest and best design standards, policies 
and guidelines; 
 

                                                 
5 Unchanged 
6 New. 
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5. To recognize the need for flexibility to accommodate different 
types of streets and users; 
 

6. To ensure that the complete streets design solutions fit within the 
context(s) of the community. 

 

7.  To ensure equity for all people who use the transportation network, 
regardless of race, income or physical ability7. 

 

IV. POLICY  
1. Roadway projects shall appropriately accommodate the safety 

and comfort of all users of the transportation system, including 
pedestrians, bicyclists, users of mass transit, people with disabilities, 
the elderly, motorists, freight providers, emergency responders, and 
adjacent land users. 9 It is important to remember that vulnerable 
road users have less crash protection than people contained inside 
vehicles and therefore have a higher risk of being injured or killed in 
the event of a collision due to the lack external crash protection 
provided by a car. 
 

2. The BMCMPO will promote the complete streets concept 
throughout the region and, therefore, encourages and 
recommends that all local MPO partner agencies adopt their own 
comprehensive complete streets policy that applies to projects not 
funded through the MPO10. 
 

3. Complete streets solutions shall be developed to fit within the 
context(s) of the community and those solutions shall be flexible so 
that the vision and goals of the BMCMPO Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan (MTP) can be met.11 
 

4. The Local Planning Agency (LPA) shall identify anticipated phases 
and key milestones of project development.12 
 

5. The LPA shall create a project specific community engagement 
plan  
 

                                                 
7 New goal. 
9 Unchanged. 
10 New. 
11 Unchanged. 
12 Unchanged. 
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6. The LPA shall maintain open lines of communication with key 
party/agency/interest groups and shall identify and maintain a key 
stakeholder list.13 
 

7. Every project shall ensure that the provision of accommodations for 
one (1) mode does not prevent safe and comfortable use by 
another mode14. 
 

8. Every project shall provide and maintain accommodations for all 
modes of transportation to continue to use the roadway safely and 
efficiently during any construction or repair work that encroaches 
on the right of way, sidewalk, and multiuse path15. For instances 
where the full closure of a roadway is necessary to complete 
construction work, detour routes for all modes shall be established 
and signed using appropriate traffic control signage.   
 

9. All projects shall make use of the latest and best design standards, 
policies, and guidelines16.   
 

10.  Projects sponsored by the Indiana Department of Transportation 
(INDOT) that are located within the BMCMPO urbanizing area are 
strongly encouraged to comply with INDOT’s self-adopted 
complete streets policy17 

 
V. PROCESS 

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Development 
In response to a BMCMPO issued Call for Projects for any roadway 
project that seeks to use federal funding and be programmed in the 
TIP, the Local Public Agency (LPA) shall submit a completed TIP 
application form. The LPA shall submit the following information to the 
BMCMPO staff: 

a. A detailed project location map and project description (e.g. 
project scope, reconstruction/new construction, specify facilities for 
each mode); 
 

b. A detailed purpose and need; 
 

                                                 
13 Unchanged 
14 New. 
15 New. 
16 Unchanged, except eliminates: “The Local Public Agency (LPA) shall also retain justification and design 
decision authority over its projects”. 
17 New. 



6 
 

c. Clearly relate the purpose of a project to the MTP and any other 
existing plans and policies (e.g. MPO Crash Report); 
 

d. The intent for the project to be Complete Streets Compliant or to 
seek a Complete Streets Exception18; 
 

e. The amount of federal funding requested by phase (e.g. 
preliminary engineering, rights of way, construction, construction 
inspection); 
 

f. The anticipated dates for project design initiation and construction 
contract letting; 
 

g. The project stakeholder list or key party/agency/interest group 
identification list including any underrepresented groups or 
communities; 
 

h. The public participation process with goals to attain (e.g. public 
meeting dates and what will be accomplished). It is best not to 
come to the public to simply present pre-established goals but 
rather to encourage participation and dialogue that leads to useful 
information. LPA’s should be prepared to discuss constructively 
what the public cares about and ask for ideas; 
 

i. Contact information for the project manager. 

  Project Selection Process and Criteria19 
BMCMPO staff shall evaluate project applications based on the 
Project Prioritization Criteria found in Section X. Project Prioritization 
Criteria.  
 
The BMCMPO staff will forward  the prioritized list and corresponding 
score sheets for each project to the committees of the MPO as a 
recommendation for final decision. This list of prioritized projects is not 
intended to serve as a definitive decision-making tool but rather as 
guidance for programming projects into the TIP.  
 
Community engagement for project programming shall occur in 
accordance with the BMCMPO Public Participation Plan. 

  

                                                 
18 Changed “exemption” to “exception” 
19 New. 
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Post - Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Adoption 
1. Community Engagement 

Maintaining a direct line of communication between residents and 
decision makers can improve outreach efforts and ultimately the 
projects themselves.  

a. The LPA shall update the purpose and need of the project, if 
necessary, following initial public outreach as established in the 
original TIP application. 
 

b. The LPA shall utilize a participatory design approach and engage 
the community and the MPO Citizen’s Advisory Committee (CAC) 
early in the project design process.  

 
c. At least one (1) public meeting is required, with the expectation 

that more may be necessary depending on factors such as project 
cost, size, or scope. 
 

d. The LPA shall engage underrepresented communities and 
stakeholders identified in the original TIP application.  
 

e. Outreach strategies should occur at convenient times for the 
general public and at locations making use of easy and natural 
gathering spaces such as neighborhood association meetings, 
community centers, public libraries, or farmers’ markets.  
 

2. Complete Streets Design Guidance20  
Final design plans for all projects will be context-sensitive with the 
adjacent land use while incorporating Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) compliant design standards. Each project must be considered 
both separately and as part of a connected network to determine the 
level and type of project necessary for the street to be complete. 
LPA’s are strongly encouraged to utilize a participatory design 
approach to project development. 

 
LPA’s shall use the latest and best design standards available with the 
understanding that some design standards are required such as those 
set by the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT). Other design 
guides include, but are not limited to:  

 
a. U.S. Access Board Public Right-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines 

(PROWAG),  
 

                                                 
20 New in that specific design guides are called out.  
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b. National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) Urban 
Street Design Guide,  
 

c. NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide,  
 

d. Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Designing Walkable Urban 
Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach 
 

e. American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials 
(AASHTO) Guide for the Planning, Designing and Operating 
Pedestrian Facilities 
 

f. AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 
 

g. AASHTO Green Book 
 

h. Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) – federal and 
Indiana Supplement 

 

VI. EXCEPTIONS21 
1. Approval Process 

a. LPA’s requesting a Complete Streets policy exception shall 
submit clear and supportive documentation for justifying the 
exception.22 

 
b. A fourteen (14) day public comment period shall precede any 

final decisions made by the Policy Committee. The public shall 
be notified via legal notices in the newspaper, on the MPO 
website and via the MPO contact list.23 
 

c. Exceptions to this policy shall be approved by resolution of the 
MPO Policy Committee with guidance from the Technical and 
Citizen’s Advisory Committees and the public at large. 24 
 

d. The BMCMPO Policy Committee shall make a decision to certify 
or not certify an exception under certain circumstances, 
including the following25:   
 

                                                 
21 New. 
22 New. 
23 New. 
24 New. 
25 Unchanged. 
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e. The project involves a roadway that bicyclists and pedestrians 
are prohibited by law from using.  In such case, efforts should be 
made to accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians elsewhere; 

i. There are extreme topographic or natural resource 
constraints; 
 

ii. The Metropolitan Transportation Plan’s twenty (20) year or 
greater Average Daily Traffic (ADT) projection is less than 
1000 vehicles per day; 
 

iii. When other available means or factors indicate an absence 
of need presently and in the twenty (20) year or greater 
forecast horizon;  

iv. A reasonable and equivalent alternative already exists for 
certain users or is programmed in the TIP as a separate 
project;  
 

v. The project is not a roadway improvement project and/or 
the  BMCMPO has no programming authority (e.g. State, 
Bloomington Transit, Rural Transit, and other projects). 

 
f.   No project shall be granted an exception to any criteria that 

opposes any item in Section II. Applicability. 
 

2. Appeals Process 
Project sponsors may request a re-review of their projects by the 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) subject to the following: 
 
a. All appeals will be heard and decided upon by a quorum of the 

TAC on an as needed basis.  
 

b. The project sponsor shall submit adequate information to explain 
and substantiate the need for an exception.  
 

c. BMCMPO staff will review the request initially and provide a report 
with recommendations to the TAC in advance of the regular 
meeting.  
 

d. Members with conflicts of interest on a particular project must 
recuse themselves from deliberation on that project.  
 

e. A sponsor may appeal only once to the TAC per special case 
before the decision rests. A sponsor may not appeal to any other 
committee of the MPO thereafter. 
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NEXT STEPS26 

1. Update MPO Plans and Documents. The MPO should update the 
Public Participation Plan to coincide with this Complete Streets 
Policy within nine (9) months of the adoption of this policy. 
 
The MPO should update the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 
to coincide with this policy and reevaluate the MTP projects utilizing 
the project selection process and criteria in this policy. The 
recommended Update should occur within one (1) year of the 
adoption of this policy. 

 
2. Education and Training27 Education about complete streets 

roadway design best practices for community members and 
decision makers is essential. The BMCMPO encourages professional 
development and training on complete streets and active 
transportation issues for any MPO representative and staff including, 
but not limited to LPA project managers, members of the Policy 
Committee, the Technical Advisory Committee, the Citizens 
Advisory Committee, and MPO staff.  These individuals are 
encouraged to attend at least one (1) of the following 
opportunities per year: the annual Indiana MPO Conference, the 
Indiana Walk & Bike Summit, the annual Purdue Road School as well 
as any other complete streets related conferences, webinars, 
workshops and seminars that sponsored by America Walks, Smart 
Growth America, the Institute of Transportation Engineers, the 
American Planning Association, and the Congress for the New 
Urbanism. 

 
3. Integrate Transportation and Land Use. The BMCMPO along with the 

LPA’s should create place-based street typologies to ensure sound 
transportation project decisions are made in conjunction with 
sound land use decisions. Place-based street typologies should be 
adopted/updated along with every MTP. 
 

VII. EVALUATION 
1. Complete Streets Policy. The BMCMPO shall, at a minimum, 

evaluate this policy prior to the adoption of every new TIP28.  This 
evaluation shall include recommendations for amendments to the 
Complete Streets Policy and subsequently be considered by the 
BMCMPO Citizens Advisory Committee, Technical Advisory 
Committee and Policy Committee. Recommendations for 

                                                 
26 New. 
27 New. 
28 Changed from “long range transportation plan” to “transportation improvement program” 
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amendments shall be distributed to the Local Public Agencies for 
review prior to consideration by the BMCMPO Committees. 
 

2.   Post-Construction Evaluation of Projects. The BMCMPO may 
evaluate projects using the performance measures in Section IX to 
understand the outputs and outcomes of transportation design, 
scope, and ultimately programming decisions. 

 
VIII. PERFORMANCE MEASURES30  

The intent of this policy is the creation of a transportation system that 
accommodates all users and modes. The performance of complete 
streets planning and this Complete Streets Policy will be measured via 
the metrics below and made available publicly. Data will be 
presented using trend patterns with the intent to inform the public and 
decision makers about transportation project funding and design. The 
adage “what gets measured gets done” is important to remember 
when measuring the outcomes and outputs of transportation project 
decisions.  

 
Table 1, Recommended Place Measures and Metrics, is inspired, 
adapted by and adopted from Evaluating Complete Streets Projects: 
A guide for practitioners, a resource created by American Association 
of Retired Persons (AARP) and Smart Growth America (SGA) for 
measuring the results of alternative transportation projects. Place 
measures fall under the macro-level headings of “Place”, “Crash Risk”, 
and “Equity.” Application scales consider project and network levels. 
Detailed applicable project and network “metrics” represent the 
foundation of each Place Measure and relevant application scale. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
30 New. 

https://www.smartgrowthamerica.org/app/legacy/documents/evaluating-complete-streets-projects.pdf
https://www.smartgrowthamerica.org/app/legacy/documents/evaluating-complete-streets-projects.pdf
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Table 1.  Recommended Place Measures and Metrics* 
PLACE MEASURE APPLICATION SCALE METRIC 

PLACE 
Being aware of community context, including existing and plane land use and buildings can result in streets 
that are vital public spaces. Place-based focused measurements ensure a product that is compatible and 
enhances the community. 

Quality of bicycling 
environment Project 

• Width of bicycle facilities 
• Pavement condition of bicycling facility 
• Bicyclist level of comfort. Comfort is in accord with 

separation of traffic, volume and speed of cars 
• Right turn on red restrictions 

Quality of pedestrian 
environment Project 

• Crossing distance and time 
• Presence of enhanced crosswalks 
• Wait time at intersection 
• Width of walking facility 
• Right turn on red restrictions 
• Planting of new or maintaining existing trees 

Quality of transit 
environment Project 

• Transit Level of Service/Multimodal Level of Service 
(MMLOS) at segment and/or intersection 

• Quality of accommodations for passengers at stops 
• Presence of wayfinding and system information 
• Real-time arrival information 
• Off-board payment option 

Resident participation Project 
• Number of responses gathered 
• Number of people at meetings 

 
Quality of automobile 
trips Project • Travel lane pavement condition 

CRASH RISK 
Safe travel is a fundamental transportation goal. Safety measures should watch for elements associated with 
injurious crashes and those associated with perceptions of safety. 

Compliance with posted 
speed limit Project 

• Percentage of drivers exceeding the posted speed 
limit 

• Match between target speed, design speed, and 
85th percentile 

Crashes Project 
• Number of crashes by mode on project (before and 

after) 
• Crash severity by mode and location 

Crashes Network 
• Total Number 
• Rate and location by mode 

Fatalities Project 
• Number of fatalities by mode on project (before and 

after) 

Fatalities Network • Number of fatalities suffered by all modes 
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Table 1.  Recommended Place Measures and Metrics (continued) 
PLACE MEASURE APPLICATION SCALE METRIC 

EQUITY 
Transportation services impact some populations and neighborhoods more than others. In project 
selection and evaluation, the distribution of impacts and benefits should be looked at for traditional 
disadvantage populations.  

Auto trips Project • Driving trips as portion of total trips along project 

Auto trips Network 

• Driving trips to primary and secondary schools 
• Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) per capita 
• Driving commutes to work as portion of total commutes 

to work 

Bicycle trips Project • Bicycling trips as portion of total trips along project 

Bicycle trips Network 
• Bicycling trips as portion of total trips 
• Bicycling commutes to work as portion of total 

commutes to work 

Transit trips Network 
• Transit trips as portion of total trips  
• Transit commutes to work as portion of total commutes 

to work 

Walk trips Project • Walk trips as portion of total trips along project 

Walk trips Network 
• Walk trips as portion of total trips in community 
• Walk commutes to work as portion of total commutes to 

work 

Source: BMCMPO, November 2018. 

IX. Project Prioritization Criteria 
The following project prioritization criteria serves the BMCMPO Citizens 
Advisory Committee, the Technical Advisory Committee, and the 
Policy Committee as a guiding prioritization framework for the 
placement of projects into the Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP). The BMCMPO is not bound by any outcomes of this process.  
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     Table 2.  BMCMPO Transportation Improvement Program – Project Prioritization Criteria

 
     Source: BMCMPO, November 2018. 

Weighting Yes = 1, No = 0

Project improves upon existing  infrastructure or serves to retrofit missing infrastructure (e.g. filling in sidewalk gaps)
Project addresses a maintenance need (e.g. repaving, bridge repair)
Project is located within existing right of way

Total 0

Project addresses a known high crash risk location
Project location is identified in the most recent MPO Crash Report's top 50 crash locations
Project location is identified in the most recent MPO Crash Report's top 15 bicycle and pedestrian crash locations

Project incorporates strategies that reduce crash risk
Geometrical improvement for motorized safety
Geometrical Improvement for non-motorized safety
Signalization Improvement
Signage/Wayfinding
Project improves safe travel to nearby schools (within 1 mile)
Other improvements with rationale as to how the project reduces crash risk

Total 0

Project incorporates Multi-Modal solutions
Project located along existing transit serv ice
Project located along existing pedestrian/bicycle facility
Project reduces modal conflict (e.g. traffic signals, grade separation, dedicated lanes)
Project includes transit accommodations (e.g. pullouts, shelters, dedicated lanes, signal priority)
Project includes sidewalk improvements
Project includes bicycle facility improvements
Project contains high comfort bicycle infrastructure appropriate to facility function (e.g. protected bike lane, multi-use path)
Project contains high comfort pedestrian infrastructure appropriate to facility function (e.g. curb extension, refuge island, crosswalk enhancement)
Project makes a connection to an existing active mode facility

Total 0

Project incorporates congestion management strategies
Grade separation or dedicated travel space for indiv idual modes
Improvements to access management
Signalization improvement
Improves parallel facility or contributes to alternative routing
Prov ides capacity for non-motorized modes
Adds transit capacity
Other strategies

Total 0

Project prov ides increased accessibility for people with a low income & minorities
Project corrects ADA non-compliance
Project promotes physical activ ity
Project reduces vehicle emissions
Project will not have a negative impact for a natural resource
Project will not have a negative impact for a socio-cultural resources

Total 0

Project located along planned transit serv ice
Project located along planned pedestrian/bicycle facility
Local Master Thoroughfare Plan Priority
Transit Plan Priority
Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan Priority
Project supports goals and principles of MPO Metropolitan Transportation Plan
Project supports goals and principles of local land use plans
Other applicable planning documents

Total 0

Project  contributes to the sense of place and matches the surrounding land use
Project balances the need to move people with other desirable outcomes
Project involves minimal disruption to the community (e.g. limited land acquisition, limited change in traffic circulation)
Project is seen as adding lasting value to the community

Project supports high quality growth and land use principles
Project improves accessibility and/or connectiv ity to existing land use development
Project location supports infill/redevelopment 
Project contributes to transportation network grid development/roadway network connectiv ity

Total 0

0

BMCMPO TIP - Project Prioritization Criteria

20%

20%

Multi-Modal Options

Safety

System Preservation and  Maintenance

15%

Overall Total

Context Sensitivity and Land Use

Consistency with Adopted Plans 

Health and Equity

Congestion Management

10%

10%

10%

15%
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X. DEFINITIONS 
 
Participatory Design – an approach to project design that actively 
involves all stakeholders to ensure the final design meets their needs 
and is usable. 
 
Underrepresented Area – a geographic area that largely consist of 
marginalized or minority residents. 
 
Vulnerable Road User or Vulnerable User – a person utilizing the right-
of-way for transportation purposes whereby the individual is 
disadvantaged or limited by either the amount of protection in traffic 
(e.g. pedestrians and cyclists) or by the amount of task capability to 
smoothly integrate with other types of traffic (e.g. older or younger 
individuals). Vulnerable Users do not typically have a protective shell 
and/or move at slower speeds and are thus more susceptible to 
physical harm in the event of a collision, especially with vehicles with a 
larger mass. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Anna Dragovich
Performance Measures eliminated. Please see new table below.
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Executive Summary 
The Bloomington/Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Organization (BMCMPO) 2013-2015 
Crash Report represents a continuation of the MPO’s effort to provide an analysis of the crash 
location causes and trends within Monroe County. This report includes an analysis of raw crash 
data from the Indiana State Police (ISP) Department ARIES data portal 
(https://www.in.gov/isp/3147.htm) for Calendar Years 2013, 2014, and 2015. 
 
This crash report prepared by the BMCMPO staff from the ISP raw data provides relevant 
generalized information for the MPO Citizen’s Advisory Committee, the Technical Advisory 
Committee, and the Policy Committee. The crash report shall additionally achieve distribution to 
local units of government, Indiana University, and the general public through the BMCMPO 
website hosted by the Bloomington Planning and Transportation Department.  
 
A summary of the specific calendar year crash trends provided below highlights general 
information on crash data within Monroe County.  Detailed tables, charts, and summaries 
provided in subsequent chapters highlight information on annual and daily observational trends 
involving frequency, severity, and other related characteristics of crashes that occurred from 2013 
to 2015.  Additionally, the Appendix contains locational information of potential interest to 
decision makers, technical engineering, safety and planning representatives, and the general 
public. 
 
Summary of Crash Trends from 2013 to 2015 
The Indiana State Police, the Monroe County Sherriff’s Department, the Town of Ellettsville Police 
Department, the Indiana University Police Department, and the City of Bloomington Police 
Department reported a total of 12,538 crashes within public right-of-way corridors between 
Calendar Years 2013 and 2015 (Table 1).  This figure represents a 0.72% increase from the 
previous three-year calendar year 2012-2014 rolling average analysis period that tabulated a total 
of 12,448 crashes. 
 

Table 1 - Monroe County Crash Trends – Calendar Year 2013 - 2015 
Crash Type 2013 2014 2015 Total 

Property Damage 3269 3335 3456 10,060 
Personal Injury 785 824 849 2,458 
Fatal 4 8 8 20 
Total 4058 4167 4313 12,538 

 
 
Approximately eighty percent (80%) of the total crashes reported in Monroe County during the 
Calendar Year 2013 - 2015 investigation period involved property damage or unknown crashes, 
while the balance of the data reported levels of personal injury and, to a much lesser extent, 
crashes resulting in fatalities.   
 

 

 

https://www.in.gov/isp/3147.htm
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Introduction 
Mobility is a defining aspect of life in the United States and around the world. Transportation 
infrastructure investments have led to new opportunities for trade, travel, recreation, relocation, 
and economic growth.  The BMCMPO receives approximately $3.1 million per year of federal 
transportation funding allocated from the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) for local 
transportation network investments. Despite this continued investment, tangible and intangible 
costs attributable to motor vehicle crashes undermine the effectiveness of the local 
transportation system.  
 
The BMCMPO Crash Reports demonstrate that motor vehicle crashes contribute to a significant 
loss of life, property, and productivity in Monroe County. A better understanding of crash trends 
is attainable through continued efforts in crash reporting and analysis. Targeted infrastructure 
investments should further improve safety on roads within Monroe County.  
 
The purpose of this Crash Report is twofold. First, the Crash Report provides a consistent and 
straightforward means to disseminate annual crash data for use by any interested individual or 
organization.  Second, the Crash Report provides another useful tool for civil engineers, 
transportation planners, and local policy makers when considering both funding and design 
strategies aimed at reducing the frequency and severity of transportation-related crashes. 
Specifically, the Indiana Department of Transportation and the BMCMPO require Local Public 
Agencies (LPAs) to use crash data as part of the Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP).  
This program provides federal funding to target areas with high incidences of crashes. The HSIP 
primary goal is reducing fatal and incapacitating injury crashes. The implementation of effective 
mitigation strategies further curtail crashes within Monroe County through annual reporting and 
analysis. 
 
This Crash Report focuses on a three-year period from Calendar Years 2013, 2014, and 2015. By 
focusing on a longer time horizon, random variations in annual crashes do not unduly influence 
the trends reported. For instance, annual variations in bicycle and pedestrian crashes, fatalities 
and incapacitating injuries, and location-specific crashes can be significant, even though there 
may not be an actual change in the likelihood of those crashes. By using a three-year window, 
identified trends are more likely to be meaningful by using a three-year analyses window. The 
crash data tabulated from 2015 alone provide a snapshot of the most recent year. 
 
Methodology and Data Considerations 
The data for the Bloomington/Monroe County Crash Report originates from the “Automated 
Report and Information Exchange System” (ARIES) of the Indiana State Police 
(https://www.in.gov/isp/3147.htm). This system maintains statewide crash data from law 
enforcement agency reports dating back to 2003. These Indiana law enforcement report data are 
organized by collisions, units (vehicles), and individuals. These data elements, related to one 
another by a common master field (e.g., Master Record Number) offer independent analysis 
capability. It is possible to retrieve information regarding collisions (e.g., locations and dates of 
greatest crash frequency), number of vehicles involved, and individuals involved. ARIES 
additionally enables the performance complex analyses using attributes from each of these 
entities. 
 

https://www.in.gov/isp/3147.htm
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As with any database, the validity of conclusions resulting from the data is contingent upon 
accurate and complete data entry. Lack of data information from hit-and-run collisions, confusion 
surrounding alternate names of roads (e.g., Country Club Drive, Winslow Road), misspelled or 
incorrectly entered street names, GPS errors, and incomplete data entry undoubtedly introduce 
some error into the results of this report.  Therefore, results of the Crash Report should not have 
a rigid interpretation.  
 
The BMCMPO staff corrected obvious data errors to achieve valid results. Consequently, some 
minor inconsistencies may be evident when comparing crash reports from prior years. Therefore, 
the most recently issued Crash Report reflects the best and most accurate crash information.  
Regardless of methodological changes and slight differences between reports, the overall findings 
of this report are consistent with those of past years. 
 
Collisions are categorically analyzed given the crash type and severity. If a crash included a 
moped, motorcycle, bus, and bicyclist or pedestrian, the crash was subsequently classified as a 
“moped/motorcycle”, “bus”, “bicycle” or “pedestrian” crash, accordingly, regardless of the 
number of vehicles involved. If the crash involved only motor vehicles, the “crash modal type” 
classification identified the number of cars: one car, two cars, or three or more cars (Figure 1). 
The “severity” classification of a collision is dependent upon the most severe injury that resulted 
from a crash. For example, if a crash resulted in a fatality as well as a non-incapacitating injury, 
the severity of the crash had an assigned classification as “Fatal Injury.” Most data methods used 
in the report are self-explanatory. 
 
Collisions were analyzed using available geographic, road inventory, and traffic count data.  
Individual crashes were located according to reported geographic coordinates which were 
available for more than 93% of all records.  A crash frequency was determined for each 
intersection by tabulating the total number of crashes that occurred within a 250-ft radius of the 
center of the intersection.  Crash rates were determined from available traffic data from the City 
of Bloomington, the Town of Ellettsville, Monroe County, and the Indiana Department of 
Transportation using standard adjustments and engineering judgment as necessary.   
 
When reading the Crash Report, it is important to understand the distinction between “crashes” 
and “individuals.” The term “crash” refers to the characteristics of the crash itself under 
consideration.  For example, a “Fatal Injury” column (e.g., “Crash by Type and Severity, 2013-
2015”) shows how many crashes resulted in a fatal injury; it would be incorrect, however, to 
interpret this column as the number of fatalities since more than one fatality can result from a 
single crash. 
 
Crash Characteristics  
This section provides a summary of crash characteristics in Monroe County, including the type and 
severity of crashes from 2013-2015. These factors reflect trends in the overall safety of the 
transportation system. 
 
A further breakdown of the Calendar Year 2013 – 2015 crash totals provides insights into trends 
involving pedestrians, bicyclists, buses, mopeds/motorcycles, and crashes that resulted in 
fatalities.  Over the course of the three years analyzed, there were twenty (20) fatal crashes 
resulting in twenty-one fatalities (Table 2), slightly fewer than the 24 fatalities reported from 2012 
to 2014.  Of the twenty (20) fatal crashes, seven (7) resulted from two-car crashes, five (5) were 
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from one-car crashes, four (4) involved mopeds/motorcycles, and two (2) involved a pedestrian.  
As has been the case for each of the prior nine (9) years, there were no fatalities involving a 
bicycle or a bus.  
 

Figure 1 – Crashes by Modal Type – Calendar years 2013 - 2015 

 
The time distribution of crashes continues to follow a predictable pattern correlating with peak 
hour and off-peak hour traffic volumes. The greatest number of crashes occurred during weekday 
rush hours between 4:00 P.M. and 6:00 P.M., with an average slightly greater than one (1) crash 
per hour for the entire county. There is also a peak from 12:00 P.M. to 1:00 P.M on weekdays. The 
weekend also follows a similar pattern in terms of frequency of crashes, but the crash rate has a 
more even distribution through the day and early evening hours. Between the hours of 7:00 PM 
and 4:00 AM, the weekend experiences a higher crash frequency compared with weekdays.  
Friday continued to have the highest number of crashes overall, while Sunday had the lowest 
number of crashes. 
 
State and federal designated highway routes are prominently featured in the list of the highest 
crash frequency intersections or the total number of crashes over a given time period. Higher 
traffic volumes on these roads are undeniably the primary factor. INDOT jurisdictional 
intersections at SR 37 and 3rd Street, SR 45/46 and 10th Street, and SR 37 and Bloomfield Road are 
consistently high frequency crash locations.  These intersections therefore warrant constant 
monitoring as do several local jurisdictional intersections that exhibit consistently high crash 
frequencies. 
 
The leading cause of crashes during the Calendar Year 2013-2015 study period was once again a 
“failure to yield right of way” with 2,274 incidents.  Other leading causes include “following too 
closely” and “unsafe backing”. These causes are addressable through law enforcement and 
education efforts as well as through selective physical improvements. “Running off the right side 
of the road” and “speeding in adverse weather” additionally present opportunities for physical 

0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000 4500 5000

2013

2014

2015

2013 2014 2015
1-Car 838 882 870
2-Car 2768 2726 2972
3+ Cars 218 249 232
Bus 58 94 80
Cyclist 46 56 36
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Pedestrian 53 68 70
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safety improvements, such as guard rails, rumble strips, and interactive signage.  These types of 
improvements warrant further exploration for crash reductions.    
 
Crashes involving pedestrians and bicyclists are considerably important within the BMCMPO given 
a relatively high number of urbanized area non-motorized trips, the vulnerability to injury of 
individuals using these modes, and the BMCMPO’s goals for increasing walking and bicycling 
modal shares. Compared to other types of crashes, those involving pedestrians and bicyclists are 
much more likely to result in a fatality or an incapacitating injury. Reducing the frequency and 
severity of these crashes is therefore a priority.  
 

Table 2 - Crashes by Type and Severity – Calendar Years 2013-2015 

Crash Type 
Severity 

Annual 
Total 

Percent 
of 

Annual 
Total Fatal Incapacitating 

Non-
incapacitating 

No 
injury/ 

unknown 

20
13

 

1-Car 0 20 118 700 838 20.7% 
2-Car 1 35 381 2351 2768 68.2% 
3+ Cars 2 7 75 134 218 5.4% 
Bus 0 0 2 56 58 1.4% 
Cyclist 0 2 35 9 46 1.1% 
Moped/Motorcycle 1 10 50 16 77 1.9% 
Pedestrian 0 5 45 3 53 1.3% 
Total 4 79 706 3269 4058 100.0% 
Percent of Annual Total 0.1% 1.9% 17.4% 80.6% 100.0%   

20
14

 

1-Car 3 27 115 737 882 21.2% 
2-Car 3 45 353 2325 2726 65.4% 
3+ Cars 0 9 81 159 249 6.0% 
Bus 0 0 12 82 94 2.3% 
Cyclist 0 8 40 8 56 1.3% 
Moped/Motorcycle 0 16 58 18 92 2.2% 
Pedestrian 2 12 48 6 68 1.6% 
Total 8 117 707 3335 4167 100.0% 
Percent of Annual Total 0.2% 2.8% 17.0% 80.0% 100.0%   

20
15

 

1-Car 2 78 76 714 870 20.2% 
2-Car 3 187 268 2514 2972 68.9% 
3+ Cars 0 49 50 133 232 5.4% 
Bus 0 6 3 71 80 1.9% 
Cyclist 0 15 14 7 36 0.8% 
Moped/Motorcycle 3 24 14 12 53 1.2% 
Pedestrian 0 32 33 5 70 1.6% 
Total 8 391 458 3456 4313 100.0% 
Percent of Annual Total 0.2% 9.1% 10.6% 80.1% 100.0%   

3-
Ye

ar
 Total 20 587 1871 10060 12538   

Percent of 3-Year 
Total 0.2% 4.7% 14.9% 80.2% 100.0%   
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Figure 2 - Crash Type by Severity – Calendar Years 2013-2015 

 
 
 
 

Figure 3 - Crash Type – Calendar Years 2013-2015 
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Time of Crashes 
This section summarizes the number of crashes by hour and day. Law enforcement agencies and 
emergency responders can use these data relating to the timing of crashes for planning purposes. 
Additionally, decision makers may use this information in an attempt to reduce peak crash times. 
 
On weekdays, the number of crashes typically peaked in conjunction with the morning rush hour, 
7:00 AM to 9:00 AM, and then increased gradually throughout the day until peaking again in 
conjunction with the evening rush hour, 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM. There was an additional peak at 
noon around the lunch hour. The late afternoon was the most likely time for a crash to occur, 
with more than one per hour.   
 
The hourly distribution of weekend crashes exhibits a predictable pattern. Crashes in the late 
evening and early morning are apparently more common during the weekend, and rush hour 
peaks were not as prevalent as on weekdays. During the Calendar Year 2013-2015 study period, a 
greater number of crashes occurred on Fridays than on any other day and the fewest crashes 
occurred on Sundays (Figure 4).   
 

Figure 4 - Crashes by Time of Day – Calendar Years 2013-2015 
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Figure 5 - Crashes by Day of Week – Calendar Years 2013-2015 

 
 
Crash Locations 
This section addresses the spatial distribution of crashes in Monroe County highlighting locations 
of high crash frequency, crash rates, and crash severity (Table 3, Table 4, Table 5). This 
identification process used a stepwise approach: (1) ranking the sum total of all C.Y. 2013-2015 all 
Monroe County intersection crash locations into the “Top 50 Crash Locations,” (2) adjusting these 
crash locations with traffic volume data thereby deriving three-year crash rates, and (3) a 
derivation of intersection severity rates.   
 
The methodology used in this report does not identify locations which have a higher than 
expected (i.e. statistically significant) crash totals, crash rates, or severity indices.  Future crash 
reports should therefore consider a comparative analysis of intersections with similar operating 
characteristics.  The BMCMPO staff shall additionally explore a network solution for calculating 
crash rates at lower crash frequency locations.  
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Table 3 - Top 50 Crash Locations by Crash Total – Calendar Years 2013-2015 
Crash 
Total 
Rank 

Intersection Juris-
diction 

Year 
Total 

2013 2014 2015 

1 SR  37 & 3rd Street INDOT 25 28 36 89 

2 SR  46 & Pete Ellis Drive INDOT 32 27 27 86 

3 SR  37 & Bloomfield Road INDOT 26 33 25 84 

4 SR  45 & Gillham Drive INDOT 28 34 20 82 

5 SR  45/46 Bypass & 10th Street INDOT 26 22 30 78 

6 SR  46 & 3rd Street INDOT 23 20 26 69 

7 SR  45 & S Liberty Drive INDOT 16 22 27 65 

8 SR  45/46 Bypass & College Ave/Walnut St INDOT 16 24 24 64 

9 SR  46 & Kingston Drive INDOT 13 20 31 64 

10 SR  45 & Curry Pike/Leonard Springs Road INDOT 17 25 19 61 

10 SR  37 & Tapp Road INDOT 17 20 19 60 

11 SR  45/46 Bypass & Kinser Pike INDOT 15 23 22 56 

12 SR  48 & Curry Pike INDOT 15 22 18 55 

13 Walnut Street Pike & Winslow Road COB 20 18 14 52 

14 SR  45 & Pete Ellis Drive/Range Road INDOT 17 18 17 52 

15 3rd St & Swain Avenue COB 23 14 14 51 

15 SR  48 & Gates Drive INDOT 15 24 12 51 

16 10th St & Union Street COB 13 15 20 47 

16 Grimes Ln & Walnut Street COB 12 17 18 48 

17 2nd St & College Avenue COB 20 16 9 46 

18 3rd St & Jordan Avenue COB 17 14 15 45 

19 17th St & Jordan Avenue COB 15 13 16 45 

20 SR  48 & Liberty Drive INDOT 13 13 19 44 

20 College Ave & Kirkwood Avenue COB 19 16 8 43 

21 3rd St & Fess Avenue COB 10 10 23 43 

22 3rd St & Walnut Street COB 14 17 11 42 

22 Dunn St & Kirkwood Avenue COB 13 13 16 42 
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Table 3 - Top 50 Crash Locations by Crash Total – Calendar Years 2013-2015 
(Continued) 

Crash 
Total 
Rank 

Intersection Juris-
diction 

Year 
2013     2014    2015  Total 

23 2nd St & Patterson St COB 13 13 15 41 

23 3rd St & College Avenue COB 18 14 8 40 

24 4th Street & Walnut Street COB 16 6 17 39 

25 7th Street & Walnut Street COB 12 14 10 39 

26 Kirkwood Ave & Walnut Street COB 14 14 11 36 

26 SR  45/46 Bypass & 17th Street INDOT 7 17 12 38 

27 10th Street & College Avenue COB 12 11 15 36 

28 3rd Street & Indiana Avenue COB 15 12 9 36 

28 2nd Street & Rogers Street COB 9 14 13 36 

28 Rhorer Road & Walnut Street Pike MC 7 18 11 35 

28 Curry Pike & Vernal Pike MC 9 16 10 36 

28 SR  46 & Centennial Drive INDOT 8 12 14 35 

29 3rd St & Dunn Street COB 12 12 9 34 

29 9th Street & College Avenue COB 9 11 13 33 

30 7th Street & College Avenue COB 9 15 11 33 

31 SR  46 & Smith Road INDOT 11 11 10 32 

31 SR  45/46 Bypass & Dunn St INDOT 13 11 7 32 

 17th Street and Walnut Street COB 10 14 8 32 

32 Walnut St & Country Club Dr/Winslow 
Rd COB 13 10 9 32 

 10th Street & N Sunrise Drive COB 7 8 15 31 

32 10th Street & Woodlawn Avenue COB 17 8 7 31 

32 3rd Street & Washington Street COB 9 12 10 31 

33 17th Street & Kinser Pike/Madison 
Street COB 9 9 13 30 

33 SR  46 & Union Valley Road INDOT 14 7 9 30 
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Table 4 - Top 50 Crash Locations by Crash Rate – Calendar Years 2013-2015 

Crash 
Rate 
Rank 

Crash 
Frequency 

Rank 
Intersection 3-Year 

Total 
Juris-

diction 
Crash 
Rate 

1 5 SR  45 & Gillham Drive 84 INDOT 5.00 

2 39 Kirkwood Avenue & Dunn Street 42 COB 3.78 

3 20 3rd Street & Swain Avenue 55 COB 3.71 

4 20 3rd Street & Fess Avenue 58 COB 3.51 

5 4 SR  46 & Pete Ellis Drive 89 INDOT 3.18 

6 18 Walnut Street Pike & Winslow Road 56 COB 2.96 

7 6 SR  46 & S Kingston Drive 64 INDOT 2.94 

8 1 SR  37 & 3rd Street  112 INDOT 2.73 

9 16 10th Street & Union Street 51 COB 2.56 

10 3 SR  37 & Bloomfield Road 86 INDOT 2.45 

11 24 17th Street & Jordan Avenue 45 COB 2.35 

12 2 SR  45/46 Bypass & 10th Street 82 INDOT 2.27 

13 48 3rd Street & Dunn Street 38 COB 2.18 

14 43 3rd Street & Woodlawn Avenue 37 COB 2.15 

15 48 10th Street & Sunrise Drive 30 COB 2.09 

16 24 10th Street & College Avenue 38 COB 2.05 

17 37 3rd Street & Highland Avenue 30 COB 1.95 

18 31 Rhorer Road & Walnut Street Pike 32 MC 1.92 

19 22 4th Street & S Walnut Street 43 COB 1.91 

20 37 14th Street & Walnut Street 30 COB 1.90 

21 8 SR  37 & Vernal Pike 90 INDOT 1.88 

22 14 SR  45 & Pete Ellis Drive/Range Road 52 INDOT 1.86 

23 6 SR  46 & 3rd Street 78 INDOT 1.84 

24 9 SR  45 & Liberty Drive 69 INDOT 1.81 

25 35 Kirkwood Avenue & College Avenue 44 COB 1.73 
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Table 4 - Top 50 Crash Locations by Crash Rate – Calendar Years 2013-2015 
(Continued) 

Crash 
Rate 
Rank 

Crash 
Frequency 

Rank 
Intersection 3-Year 

Total 
Juris-

diction 
Crash 
Rate 

26 43 7th Street & Walnut Street 39 COB 1.63 

27 26 2nd Street & College Avenue 46 COB 1.62 

28 43 10th Street & Woodlawn Avenue 32 COB 1.60 

29 22 Kirkwood Avenue & Walnut Street 36 COB 1.55 

30 14 SR  37 & Tapp Road 73 INDOT 1.53 

31 11 SR  45/46 Bypass & College Ave/Walnut St 65 INDOT 1.53 

32 26 3rd Street & Jordan Avenue 40 COB 1.51 

33 31 2nd Street & Patterson Drive 42 COB 1.51 

34 10 SR  45/46 Bypass & Kinser Pike 60 IN 1.50 

35 48 2nd Street & Rogers Street 40 COB 1.39 

36 39 3rd Street & Washington Street 31 COB 1.39 

37 31 7th Street & College Avenue 33 COB 1.37 

38 43 8th Street & College Avenue 26 COB 1.36 

39 13 SR  48 & Curry Pike 55 INDOT 1.32 

40 16 SR  48 & Gates Drive 53 INDOT 1.28 

41 11 SR  45 & Curry Pike/Leonard Springs Rd 52 INDOT 1.21 

42 18 3rd St & College Avenue 41 COB 1.21 

43 26 SR  48 & Liberty Drive 45 INDOT 1.15 

44 39 SR  45/46 Bypass & 17th Street 36 INDOT 1.11 

45 39 Kirkwood Avenue & Rogers Street 30 COB 1.10 

46 30 Grimes Lane & Walnut Street 49 COB 1.08 

47 48 10th Street & Jordan Avenue 30 COB 1.04 

48 36 SR  46 & Smith Road 27 INDOT 0.98 

49 43 SR  46 & Smith Pike 35 INDOT 0.90 

50 31 Walnut St & Country Club Dr/Winslow Rd 30 COB 0.83 
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Table 5 - Top 50 Crash Locations by Crash Severity – Calendar Years 2012-2014 
Severity 

Rank Intersection Juris-
diction Fatal Injury Property 

Damage 
Severity 
Number 

1 SR 37 & 3rd Street  INDOT 0 32 84 186 
2 SR 37 & Bloomfield Road INDOT 0 27 67 148 
3 SR 46 & Kingston Drive INDOT 0 26 57 135 
4 SR 37 & Vernal Pike INDOT 0 23 51 135 
5 SR 45/46 Bypass & 10th Street INDOT 0 14 83 131 
6 SR 46 & Pete Ellis Drive INDOT 0 18 69 123 
7 SR 46 & 3rd Street INDOT 0 15 68 113 
8 SR 45/46 Bypass & Kinser Pike INDOT 1 20 35 107 
9 SR 45 & Gillham Drive INDOT 1 4 80 104 

10 SR 45 & Liberty Drive INDOT 0 12 55 97 
10 SR 48 & Curry Pike INDOT 0 17 37 97 
10 Walnut Street Pike & Winslow Road COB 0 16 34 97 
13 SR 45/46 Bypass &  College Ave/Walnut St. INDOT 0 19 36 96 
14 4th Street & Walnut Street COB 0 17 29 89 
15 SR 45 & Curry Pike/ Leonard Springs Rd INDOT 0 14 41 86 
16 SR 45 & Pete Ellis Drive/ Range Road INDOT 0 14 39 84 
17 3rd Street & College Avenue COB 0 16 34 82 
18 SR 37 & Tapp Road INDOT 0 14 39 81 
19 2nd Street & Patterson Drive COB 0 17 22 79 
20 3rd Street & Jordan Avenue COB 0 14 29 71 
21 SR 48 & Gates Drive INDOT 0 9 43 70 
22 Grimes Lane & Walnut Street COB 0 13 27 69 
23 3rd Street & Fess Avenue COB 0 10 38 68 
24 10th Street & Union Street COB 0 6 46 67 
25 SR 48 & Liberty Drive INDOT 0 10 33 66 
25 SR 46 & Smith Road INDOT 0 13 24 66 
27 3rd Street & Swain Avenue COB 0 8 40 64 
27 Rhorer Road & Walnut Street Pike MC 0 11 28 64 
29 Kirkwood Avenue & Dunn Street COB 0 11 24 63 
30 7th Street & College Avenue COB 0 10 29 62 
31 10th Street & Jordan Avenue COB 0 14 19 61 
32 2nd Street & College Avenue COB 0 8 35 59 
32 Kirkwood Avenue & College Avenue COB 0 9 29 59 
34 SR 45/46 Bypass & 17th Street INDOT 0 10 25 58 
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Table 5 - Top 50 Crash Locations by Crash Severity – Calendar Years 2012-2014 
(Continued) 

 Severity 
Rank Intersection Juris-

diction Fatal Injury Property 
Damage 

Severity 
Number 

35 3rd Street & Walnut Street COB 0 6 36 57 
36 10th Street & College Avenue COB 0 6 38 56 
36 17th Street & Jordan Avenue COB 0 6 38 56 
36 3rd Street & Highland Avenue COB 0 10 26 56 
39 Walnut St & Country Club Dr/Winslow Rd COB 0 8 31 55 
39 3rd Street & Washington Street COB 0 10 25 55 
41 Kirkwood Ave & Walnut Street COB 0 4 42 54 
42 3rd Street & Woodlawn Avenue COB 0 8 26 53 
43 8th Street & College Avenue COB 0 7 27 51 
44 14th Street & Walnut Street COB 0 7 29 50 
44 10th Street & Woodlawn Avenue COB 0 8 26 50 
46 7th Street & Walnut Street COB 0 6 28 46 
47 Kirkwood Avenue & Rogers Street COB 0 4 31 43 
48 2nd Street & Rogers Street COB 0 4 29 41 
48 10th Street & Sunrise Drive COB 0 4 29 41 
50 3rd Street & Dunn Street COB 0 3 30 39 
51 SR 46 & Smith Pike INDOT 0 2 32 38 

 
 
Crash Factors 
This section summarizes the primary crash factors from 2013 to 2015. An understanding of these 
causes informs infrastructure investments, enforcement activities, and educational efforts. Traffic 
law enforcement and road design can address unsafe speeds, while guardrail, rumble strips, or 
safety education can mitigate the tendency of motorists to drive off the road. Similarly, 
enforcement and education could reduce the number of crashes attributable to alcohol 
potentially leading to a decrease of weekend/late night hit and run crashes.  
 
Table 6 illustrates the Top 10 Primary Crash Factors for 2013-2015 which account for over three-
quarters of total crashes.  Failure to yield right of way was once again the most common cause of 
crashes, contributing to nearly 2,300 crashes from 2013 to 2015.  Following too closely and unsafe 
backing were additional significant crash factors. While failing to yield right of way was the most 
frequent crash cause, running off the road to the right was more dangerous based on the 
percentage of crashes that resulted in fatality or incapacitating injury. Table 6a identify the Top 10 
primary crash factors for 2013-2015 ranked in order of percent of incapacitating injury resulting 
from the crash. Of the most during the time period, which resulted in five (5) fatal crashes and the 
highest percentage of incapacitating injury. 
 
The frequency of crashes ranked by primary factor provides information about which crashes 
happen most often. The percentage comparison reveals which primary factors for crashes have 
previously resulted in injury and which are less likely to result in injury. For example, unsafe 
backing ranked third as a primary factor in a crash, but comparing likelihood of injury, 98% of 
crashes from unsafe backing result in no injury.  
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Table 6 - Top 10 Primary Crash Factors by Severity – Calendar Years 2013-2015 

Rank Primary Factor 

Severity 

  
Total 

Fatal 
Incapacitating 

Injury 

Non-
Incapacitating 

Injury 

Prop. 
Damage/ 
Unknown 

1 Failure to Yield Right-of-Way 1 153 469  1,651  2,274  

2 Following Too Closely 0 87  450  1,604  2,141  

3 Unsafe Backing 0 4  22  1,439  1,465  

4 Ran Off Road – Right 5 87  178  759  1,029  

5 Other (Driver) – Explain in Narrative 2 23  86  732  843  

6 Speed Too Fast (Weather) 0 20  66  467  553  

7 Animal/Object in Roadway 0 5  29  473  507  

8 Disregard Signal/Sign 1 37  141  315  494  

9 Improper Turning 0 16  31  430  477  

10 Unsafe Lane Movement 0 10  39  392  441  

 
  

Table 6a - Top 10 Primary Crash Factors by Severity Percentages – Calendar Years 2013-2015 
   Severity    

 

Rank 

 

Primary Factor 

% 
Fatality 

% 
Incapacity 

Injury 

% Non-
Incapacitating 

Injury 

% 
Property 
Damage 

 

Total 

1 Failure to Yield 0.04% 6.7% 21% 73% 2,274 

2 Following too Closely 0.00% 4.1% 21% 75% 2,141 
3 Unsafe Baking 0.00% 0.3% 2% 98% 1,465 
4 Ran Off Road-Right 0.49% 8.5% 17% 74% 1,029 
5 Explain in Narrative 0.24% 2.7% 10% 87% 843 
6 Too fast for Weather Conditions 0.00% 3.6% 12% 84% 553 
7 Animal/Object in Roadway 0.00% 1.0% 6% 93% 507 
8 Disregard Signal/Regulatory Sign 0.20% 7.5% 29% 64% 494 
9 Improper Turning 0.00% 3.4% 6% 90% 477 

10 Unsafe Lane Movement 0.00% 2.3% 9% 89% 441 
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Fatalities 
This section provides a focused examination of motor vehicle fatalities in Monroe County from 
Calendar Year 2013 to 2015.  As with previous sections, the material presented here can be useful 
for enforcement, education, and administrative/engineering decision-making. 
 
In 2015 there were eight (8) crash fatalities in Monroe County (Table 7). Of these, three resulted 
from crashes involving a moped or motorcycle, three resulted from crashes involving two cars, 
and two resulted from crashes involving one car.  Over the period from 2013 to 2015, the average 
annual number of fatalities per 100,000 residents was 4.9 for Monroe County. This figure is well 
below the U.S. average of 10.92 fatalities per 100,000 people for 2015. While the average number 
of fatalities in Monroe County is lower than the national average, the national average might not 
represent the best comparison. The U.S. fares much worse than many other developed nations in 
terms of traffic safety. The United Kingdom and Sweden average 2.9 and 2.8 traffic deaths per 
100,000 people, respectively.    
 
An investigation of the causal factors leading to fatal crashes shows that veering left of the 
centerline and running off the road to the right are the most common cause of crashes leading to 
a fatality (Table 8). 
 

Table 7 - Fatalities by Crash Type – Calendar Years 2013-2015 

Year 

Crash Type 

Total 
Fatalities per 

100,000 
Population 

One 
Car 

Two 
Cars 

Three 
Cars or 
More 

Moped or 
Motorcycle Bicycle Pedestrian 

2013 0 1 2 1 0 0 4 2.8 

2014 4 3 0 0 0 2 9 6.3 

2015 2 3 0 3 0 0 8 5.5 

Total 6 7 2 4 0 2 21 4.9 
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Table 8 - Fatal Crash Primary Factors – Calendar Years 2013-2015 

Rank Primary Factor Fatal Injury % of 
Total 

1 Left Of Center 6 30% 

2 Ran Off Road Right 5 25% 

3 Unsafe Speed 2 10% 

4 Other (Driver) - Explain In Narrative 2 10% 

5 Pedestrian Action 2 10% 

6 Failure To Yield Right Of Way 1 5% 

7 Disregard Signal/Regulatory Signage 1 5% 

8 Obstruction Not Marked 1 5% 

  Total 20 100% 

 
Fatal Crash Locations 
This section summarizes the locations for crashes with identified fatalities.  A total of twenty (20) 
recorded fatal crash locations resulted in a total of twenty-one (21) fatalities during the Calendar 
2013-2015 study period. Table 8 identifies the locations of Calendar Year 2013-2015 fatal crashes.  
Location information will aid transportation planners and engineers to identify problematic 
locations (Table 9).  Fatalities are a major factor in determining HSIP funding eligibility. 
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Table 9 - Fatal Crash Locations by Type – Calendar Years 2013-2015 

 
 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Crashes 
This section documents bicycle and pedestrian crashes in Monroe County from 2013 to 2015 
(Table 10). Bicycle and pedestrian crashes within the City of Bloomington and Monroe County 
represent a planning priority given a high number of non-motorized trips within the urbanized 
area. Data from the 2013 American Community Survey indicates that 5.1% of commuters in 
Bloomington use a bicycle as their primary mode of transportation, while 14.7% walk for multiple 
trip purposes.  The combined walking and biking commute rate ranks 7th among U.S. cities with a 
population of greater than 65,000 people.  However, as described in this report, individuals using 
these modes of transportation are particularly vulnerable to injury.       
 

Location Juris-
diction 

Total 
Deaths 

Number of Crashes 

One 
Car 

Two 
Cars 

Three or 
More Cars 

Moped or 
Motorcycle Pedestrian 

Fairfax Rd and Schacht Rd MC 1 0 0 0 1 0 

Leonard Springs Rd and Duncan Rd MC 1 1 0 0 0 0 
Moon Rd, from Sand College Rd to 
County Line MC 2 1 0 0 0 0 
Old SR 46, from SR 46 to N 
Brummetts Creek Rd IN 1 0 1 0 0 0 

SR 37 and SR 45 IN 1 0 0 0 1 0 

SR 37 and Ingram Rd IN 1 1 0 0 0 0 

SR 37 and Victor Pike IN 1 0 0 0 1 0 

SR 446 and Pine Grove Rd IN 1 0 1 0 0 0 

SR 45 IN 1 0 1 0 0 0 

SR 45 and Gillham Rd IN 1 0 1 0 0 0 
SR 45 from S Breeden Rd to  
Burch/Stanford Rd IN 1 0 0 1 0 0 

SR 45/46 and Kinser Pike IN 1 0 0 1 0 0 

SR 46 and N 5th St IN 1 0 0 0 0 1 

SR 45/46 and Arlington Rd IN 1 1 0 0 0 0 

SR 46 and W Flatwoods Rd IN 1 0 1 0 0 0 
SR 46 from Flatwoods Rd to Chafin 
Chapel Rd  IN 1 0 1 0 0 0 

SR 48 and Kirby Rd IN 1 0 1 0 0 0 

SR 48 from Vernal Pike to SR 43 IN 1 0 0 0 1 0 

Beasley Dr and Curry Pike MC 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Howard Rd and Starnes Rd MC 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Total   20 5 7 2 4 2 
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Crashes involving cyclists and pedestrians more often result in injury when compared with motor 
vehicle crashes. Therefore there is a priority need to reduce the frequency and severity of these 
crashes. Figure 6 shows that the frequency of pedestrian and bicycle crashes varies by mode. 
Pedestrian crashes had peaks in January and October whereas crashes involving a bicyclist had 
peaks in May and September. Local agencies should therefore use this knowledge to emphasize 
enforcement and education strategies during these predictable seasonal peak months. 
 

Table 10 - Top Bicycle and Pedestrian Crash Locations – Calendar Years 2013-2015 

Rank Intersection Jurisdiction Crash type Total Ped + 
Bike 

Pedestrian Bicycle 

1 7th Street & Jordan Avenue COB 3 5 8 

2 2nd Street & Walnut Street COB 2 3 5 

2 3rd Street & Jordan Avenue COB 3 2 5 

2 Dunn Street & Kirkwood Avenue COB 4 1 5 

3 3rd Street & Woodlawn Avenue COB 3 1 4 

3 SR 46 (3rd St) & N Clarizz Blvd IN 2 2 4 

3 Kirkwood Avenue & College Avenue COB 4 0 4 

3 Kirkwood Avenue  & Walnut Street COB 2 2 4 

3 6th Street & Morton Street COB 2 2 4 

3 7th Street & Walnut Street COB 3 1 4 

3 17th Street & Indiana Avenue COB 2 2 4 

 

Figure 6 - Bicycle and Pedestrian Crashes by Month – Calendar Years 2013-2015 
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Conclusion 
This C.Y. 2013-2015 Crash Report highlights a number of meaningful trends relating to motor 
vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian crashes in Monroe County. The information contained within this 
Crash Report represents an informational guide for transportation/traffic engineering decision-
making ultimately leading to a safer and healthier transportation system for Monroe County and 
the Bloomington-Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Organization. 
 
Several problem areas noted in this and past BMCMPO Crash Reports were improved upon or are 
in the process of being addressed, such as at many locations along the SR 37/I-69 construction 
corridor.  Improvements at the intersection of Atwater Avenue and Henderson Street completed 
in 2011 resulted in a 54% reduction in crash frequency at that location, compared to the period 
from 2008 to 2010.   Evaluation of past and future crash data at these and other locations will 
further aid in implementing appropriate and effective mitigation strategies to reduce and avoid 
future crashes. 
 
This Crash Report identifies locations that may require further study to see if safety issues warrant 
capital improvement investments. Intersections along SR 37, SR 45, and SR 45/46 Bypass corridors 
continue with problematic issues given traffic volumes and correlated crash frequency.  State and 
local transportation officials, engineers, and staff are coordinating information thereby targeted 
locations with warranted safety improvements due to jurisdictional boundaries at these locations. 
 
Data and analysis and other attributes included within the report (e.g. bus, moped, motorcycle, 
fatalities, causes, locations, severity of crashes), provide additional information for identifying 
trends and/or areas of concern.  Information regarding seasonal spikes in bicycle and pedestrian 
crashes can serve as a foundation for education and enforcement strategies.  Future versions of 
this Crash Report may consider a more detailed analysis of hit and run locations and alcohol-
related factors.   An improved understanding of these factors would help the community to better 
focus its efforts on reducing serious traffic injuries and their subsequent impact on the BMCMPO 
planning area. 
 
Future reports should consider comparing local jurisdiction intersections and/or roadway 
corridors with similar operating characteristics in order to help identify locations which have a 
higher than expected crash total, crash rate, or severity index. Additionally, a method to calculate 
a crash rate for every intersection in the network warrants exploration.  These additional levels of 
analyses will further aid transportation planners, engineers, and officials in effectively identifying 
hazardous locations and securing funding for operational modifications. 
 
This Crash Report represents an initial step toward improving safety on local BMCMPO area 
roadways by identifying problematic locations.  Transportation planners, engineers, and local 
officials together will use this information to determine locations that need attention, and seek 
funding for necessary operational improvements, physical modifications or other means 
(enforcement, education) warranted to improve overall BMCMPO transportation system safety.   
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To: BMCMPO Technical Advisory Committee & Citizens Advisory Committee 

From: Patrick Martin, BMCMPO Staff 

Date: November 21, 2018 

Re: FY 2018 – 2021 Transportation Improvement Amendments: Rural Transit Projects 
              
 
The Indiana Department of Transportation, Office of Transit, is requesting amendments to FY 2018 of the 
BMCMPO FY 2018-2021 TIP.  
 
As noted in the attached correspondence from Larry Buckle, the amendment request involves 
 

• Replacement of the DES numbers for funded Rural Transit Projects with the DES numbers on the 
attached project sheet, and  
 

• An amendment into the FY 2018-2021 TIP of three (3) Rural Transit projects identified on the 
attached project sheet.  

 
Please see the attached documents for project details and funding amounts. 
 
REQUESTED ACTION 
 Recommend Policy Committee adoption of the listed Rural Transit project amendments.   
 
 



City of Bloomington, Indiana Mail - Rural Transit Projects in TIP 

Patrick Martin <martipa@bloomington.in.gov> 

Rural Transit Projects in TIP 
2 messages 

Buckel, Larry <LBUCKEL@indot.in.gov> 
To: "Patrick Martin (martipa@bloomington.in.gov)" <martipa@bloomington.in.gov> 

Hi Pat, 

Mon, Oct 15, 2018 at 11:37 AM 

I have attached a list of Monroe County Rural Transit Projects that are funded with INDOT's Section 5311 and Section 
5339 funds. 

You currently have the Section 5311 operating funds in your TIP but I am asking you to replace the DES numbers with 
the DES numbers on my sheet. 

I have also included 3 Monroe County Rural Transit Projects that need to be amended into you TIP which are included on 
my sheet (TIP ame,ndment). 

Please send me your amendment when completed and I will amend into the STIP. 

Let me know if any questions. 

Thanks 

Larry Buckel 
Office of Transit, Manager 

100 North Senate Avenue, Room N955 

Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

Office: (317) 232-5292 

Cell: (317) 728-6250 

Email: lbuckel@indot.in.gov 

� Bloomington STIP Transit Projects FY 2018 - 2021 - Rural Projects.xis
31K 

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=85cad3c54f&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A 1614406342905100709&simpl=msg-f%3A 16144063429... 1 /2 



Bloomington-Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Organization (BMCMPO) FY 2018-2021 
FY 2018-2021 Transportation Improvement Program Amendments

Date: 11-28-2018

Number DES MPO Sponsor Name Project Description Fiscal Year Total Federal Local
Federal Funding 

Source
FTA Grant 
Numaber

MPO  TIP 
YEAR

STIP Approval 
Date

Comments

1 1801834 Bloomington INDOT Operating Assistance for Rural Transit 2018 $1,418,116 $698,949 $719,167 5311 IN-2017-016 2018 Adding Rural (Section 5311) Project to the TIP

2 1801902 Bloomington INDOT Operating Assistance for Rural Transit 2019 $1,493,115 $719,024 $774,091 5311 IN-2018-022 2018 Adding Rural (Section 5311) Project to the TIP

3 1802041 Bloomington INDOT Operating Assistance for Rural Transit 2020 $1,418,116 $698,949 $719,167 5311 2018 Adding Rural (Section 5311) Project to the TIP

4 1802042 Bloomington INDOT Operating Assistance for Rural Transit 2021 $1,418,116 $698,949 $719,167 5311 2018 Adding Rural (Section 5311) Project to the TIP

5 1801850 Bloomington INDOT Surveillance Equipment for Rural Transit 2018 $13,661 $10,929 $2,732 5311 IN-2017-016 2018 Adding Rural (Section 5311) Project to the TIP

6 1801864 Bloomington INDOT Two Replacement Large Transit Vehicles for Rural Transit 2018 $110,323 $88,258 $22,065 5339 IN-2017-016 2018 Adding Rural (Section 5339) Project to the TIP

7 1801900 Bloomington INDOT Two Replacement Large Transit Vehicles for Rural Transit 2019 $110,200 $88,160 $22,040 5339 IN-2018-022 2018 Adding Rural (Section 5339) Project to the TIP

     Source: INDOT, Office of Transit, October 2018.



 

401 N. Morton Street ▪ Suite 130 ▪ PO Box 100 ▪ Bloomington, IN 47402 ▪ Ph: (812) 349-3423 ▪ Fx: (812) 349-3520 
www.bloomington.in.gov/mpo ▪ mpo@bloomington.in.gov 

 
 

November 20, 2018 
 

Call for Projects 
Fiscal Years 2020-2024 Transportation Improvement Program 

 
The Bloomington Monroe County MPO is pleased to announce the Call for Projects for the Fiscal Years 2020 
through 2024 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). Funding from the Surface Transportation Program 
(STP), Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP), and Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP), will 
be awarded for all five (5) years of the TIP. Applications for funding from these programs must be submitted 
to the BMCMPO by 5:00 PM on Friday, December 14, 2018. Please contact BMCMPO staff if you have 
any questions about this Call for Projects.  Please submit applications electronically to 
martipa@bloomington.in.gov.  
 
The FY 2020-2024 TIP will be developed according to the schedule below: 
 

Call for Projects Issued:    November 20, 2018 
Application Deadline:     December 14, 2018 
Policy Committee Project Score Sheet Review   January 11, 2019 
TAC/CAC Project Score Sheet Review & Draft TIP January 23, 2019 
Policy Committee Approval of Draft TIP Submission February 8, 2019 
Draft TIP Submission Deadline to INDOT  February 15, 2019 
Draft TIP Public Input Meeting  (week of)  March 11, 2019 
PC Approval of new TIP:    April 12, 2019 
Submission of TIP to INDOT:    April 30, 2019 

 
Funding 
The chart below details the funding available for the FY 2020 - 2024 TIP. Please note the following 
restrictions on the programming of funds: 

 
• No Rollover: The annual allocation of funds for each fiscal year must be spent within that specific 

fiscal year and may not roll forward to a future fiscal year. Any funds not spent from the fiscal year 
allocation will be lost. It is therefore very important to be as accurate and realistic as possible about 
project costs and schedules. 
 

• Prior Year Balance (PYB): PYB represents all unspent Federal funds assigned to the MPO through 
Fiscal Year 2014. These funds are applicable to only FY 2020.  
 

• Fiscal Years 2020 - 2021: These two fiscal years are currently programmed in the adopted FY 2018-
2021 TIP. This document is available on the BMCMPO website for reference at 
https://bloomington.in.gov/mpo/transportation-improvement-program. This Call for Projects is an 
opportunity to make adjustments to those years if needed. 

mailto:martipa@bloomington.in.gov
https://bloomington.in.gov/mpo/transportation-improvement-program


Page 2 

 
 

 
Bloomington-Monroe Couty Metropolitan Planning Organization (BMCMPO) 

 FY 2020 – 2024 TIP Program Levels 

Program FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 

STPB $     2,750,133 $     2,750,133 $     2,750,133 $     2,750,133 $     2,750,133 

HSIP $        470,684 $        470,684 $        470,684 $        470,684 $        470,684 

TAP $        155,801 $        155,801 $        155,801 $        155,801 $        155,801 

 
Additional Guidance 
The following information is provided as guidance for the preparation of FY 2020 – 2024 TIP project 
applications. 
 

• Letting Date: All projects must have an assigned a Letting Date for inclusion in the TIP. This 
allows INDOT to build a project schedule when the project is added to their management database. 
FHWA also tracks the percentage of projects that go to letting at their original proposed letting date as 
a measure of MPO performance. No project should have an assigned contract letting date later than 
March of any fiscal year. LPAs should select letting dates earlier than March if at all possible thereby 
ensuring enough post-letting time for INDOT to award bids, process financial approvals, and issue 
purchase orders for project funds before fiscal year closure. 
 

• DES #: All projects must be assigned a DES # in order to be included in the TIP. INDOT has a 
special form for requesting a DES #. If an LPA wishes to include a new project in the TIP, please 
contact MPO staff for a copy of the DES # application. Staff can assist in filling the form and will then 
submit it to INDOT on behalf of the LPA. INDOT will not amend any project into the State TIP 
(STIP) without an assigned DES #. Moreover, any projects that propose to use HSIP and TAP funding 
must have their eligibility for such funds approved by INDOT before a project DES # issuance. 

 
• Construction Engineering: The TIP Project Request Form now lists Construction Engineering (CE) 

as a separate phase from Construction (CN). This will make funding administration easier for the 
MPO and INDOT as projects move through the process. Please prepare your project financial plans 
accordingly. 
 

• HSIP Project Priorities: FHWA and INDOT require MPOs to prioritize low-cost, systemic HSIP 
projects for funding. LPAs should seek to implement these types of projects rather than 
spot/intersection improvements with MPO HSIP funds. There are currently twenty-five (25) project 
types listed by INDOT as eligible for HSIP funds under the low-cost, systemic categories. Existing 
spot/intersection improvement projects in the TIP may proceed forward, but future HSIP applications 
should focus on low-cost, systemic opportunities. 
 

• Public Meeting: The MPO anticipates hosting a public meeting to gather input on the proposed FY 
2020-2024 TIP. This meeting shall take place in March 2019. The MPO expects that LPA staff would 
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be on hand at the meeting to discuss their proposed projects. MPO staff will coordinate with the LPAs 
to determine the best date, time, and venue for this meeting. 

 
Application Requirements 
LPAs must submit the following (as applicable) for projects to be considered for funding in the new TIP. All 
applications must be signed and dated. 
 

• TIP Project Request Form: This form must be submitted for all projects regardless of funding 
source. This includes any project that is in the current TIP and that needs to be carried forward to the 
new TIP. This is an opportunity to update schedule and funding information for existing projects as 
well as to make sure they comply with the Construction Engineering (CE) phase requirements as 
noted above. 
 

• TAP Application: Any project requesting TAP funds must submit a TAP Application in addition to 
the TIP Project Request Form. Please see the BMCMPO TAP Guidelines for more information about 
supporting documentation that must accompany the TAP Application. 
 

• HSIP Low Cost/Systemic Project Application (INDOT): Any project requesting HSIP funds for a 
low cost/systemic project must submit and INDOT HSIP Low Cost/Systemic Project Application in 
addition to the TIP Project Request Form. Eligible HSIP Systemic Projects include the following: 
 

o Conduct inventory of traffic signs and upgrade warning and regulatory signs to meet 
MUTCD retroreflectivity requirements 

o Improve the visibility of curves by upgrading curve warning signs and markings 
o Install vehicle activated advanced warning systems at rural, unsignalized intersections 
o Install new pedestrian crosswalk warning signs, flashing beacons or special pavement 

markings 
o Install or upgrade pedestrian curb ramps and refuge areas at areas of high conflict 

between pedestrians and vehicular traffic 
o Install pedestrian push button Countdown And Audible (APS) heads on traffic signals 
o Make changes to yellow interval traffic signal timing or signal interconnect to improve 

safety 
o Upgrade traffic signals to a minimum of one signal head per travel lane 
o Install black backing plates with reflective border on all traffic signal heads 
o Install UPS battery backup (emergency power) systems at traffic signal locations for 

continuous use during power outages 
o Install emergency vehicle pre-emption systems at traffic signal locations to reduce 

response times and increase safety as the emergency vehicles pass through intersections 
o Improve sight distance at intersections by installing slotted left turn lanes 
o Install or upgrade passive or new active warning devices at railroad crossings 
o Install railroad pre-emption systems at signalized intersections that are within the 

influence area of crossing railroad trains 
o Install new centerline or edge line pavement markings on unmarked roadways 
o Install raised medians for access control at intersections and roadway segments 
o Add centerline and/or edge line rumble stripes (pavement markings over the rumble) to 

rural roads 
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o Complete road diet projects at locations that can be accomplished through the use of 
signs and pavement markings (Not Applicable to pavement reconstruction or geometric 
modifications) 

o Add FHWA recommended High Friction Surface Treatments (HFST) to spot locations 
o Upgrade guardrail end treatments to current standards 
o Install guardrails or median barriers at locations where none existed previously 
o Install median cable barrier systems on divided roads with grass medians 
o Remove or shield permanent roadside safety obstructions 

 
• HSIP Intersection Improvement: Please see the HSIP Guidelines for more information about the 

supporting documentation required in addition to the TIP Project Request Form. 
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Last Revised: November 20, 2018 

 
Bloomington/Monroe County MPO 

FY 2020 - 2024 TIP Development Schedule 
 
11/20/18 - Open BMCMPO Call for Projects for all sources (STP/TAP/HSIP) from FY 2020 through 

FY 2024 (no separate TAP/HSIP committee). 

12/14/18 - Close BMCMPO Call for Projects at 5:00 p.m.  

12/28/19 - Complete scoring for projects. 

01/11/19 - Report at BMCMPO PC meeting project score sheets and ask for preliminary 
recommendations/input. Do projects match up with BMCMPO 2040 MTP goals? 

01/23/19 - Report at TAC/CAC meeting project score sheets and ask for preliminary 
recommendations/input. Do projects match up with BMCMPO 2040 MTP goals? 

02/08/19 - Draft FY 2020-2024 TIP to BMCMPO Policy Committee for review prior to INDOT 
submission. 

02/15/19 - Draft FY 2020-2024 TIP document submission deadline to INDOT. 

02/21/19 - Public comment period notice to Bloomington Herald Times for 02/24/19 insertion. 

02/24/19 - Public comment period opens; notify BMCMPO list serve. 

02/25/19 - Schedule public meeting (location, date, time, and content) for week of 03/11/19. 

02/27/19 - Draft document to TAC/CAC for more input (goes in to packet on 02/20/19). 

03/04/19 - Public meeting notice published in Bloomington Herald Times. 

03/04/19 - Press release for public meeting. 

03/04/19 - Remind BMCMPO list serve of open public comment period and public meeting. 

03/08/19 - Draft FY 2020-2024 TIP document to BMCMPO Policy Committee for additional input. 

03/11/19 - (week of) hold public meeting. 

03/26/19 - Public comment period closes. 

03/27/19 - Final Draft FY 2020-2024 TIP to TAC/CAC for discussion and recommendation vote. 

04/12/19 - Final Draft FY2020-2024 TIP to BMCMPO Policy Committee for discussion and 
adoption vote. 

05/22/19 - Final Draft with BMCMPO Policy Committee Adoption Resolution to INDOT 

 
Source: BMCMPO Staff – November 19, 2018. 

Questions? Contact martipa@bloomington.in/gov 

mailto:martipa@bloomington.in/gov


 
 

FY 2020-2024 Transportation Improvement Program 
Project Request Form 

(Please return form fully completed by December 14, 2018) 

Mail: Bloomington/Monroe County MPO    
401 N. Morton Street, Suite 130 
Bloomington, Indiana 47402      

Email: martipa@bloomington.in.gov 
Fax: (812) 349-3530 

 
Section 1: Local Public Agency Information 
 

 City of Bloomington 
 Monroe County 
 Town of Ellettsville 
 Indiana University 
 Bloomington Transit 
 Rural Transit 
   INDOT 
       

 
Employee in Responsible Charge (ERC):  ____________________ 
Phone:      ____________________  
Email:      ____________________ 

 
Section 2: Verification 
 
I hereby certify that the information submitted as part of this form is complete and accurate.  Furthermore, if applicable, I 
certify that the project complies with the BMCMPO Complete Streets Policy. 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Employee in Responsible Charge (ERC)      Date 
 
 
Section 3: Project Information 
 

A. Project Name:  
 
B. Is project already in the TIP?  

 Yes  No 
 
C. DES # (if assigned):  

 
D. Project Location (detailed description of project termini):  

 
 
 
 

 

mailto:martipa@bloomington.in.gov
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E. Please identify the primary project type (select only one): 
 Bicycle & Pedestrian 
 Bridge 
 Road – Intersection 
 Road – New/Expanded Roadway 
 Road – Operations & Maintenance 
   Road – Reconstruction/Rehabilitation/Resurfacing 
 Sign 
 Signal 
 Transit 

 
F. Project Support (local plans, LRTP, TDP, etc.): 

 
 

G. Allied Projects: 
 
 

H. Does the Project have an Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) component? 
 Yes  No 

If yes, is the project included in the MPO’s ITS Architecture? 
 Yes  No 

 
 

I. Anticipated Letting Date: ____________________ 
 

Section 4: Financial Plan 
 
Identify all anticipated costs for all phases of the project, including any costs anticipated in years beyond the scope of this 
TIP. All phases must incorporate a four percent (4%) per year inflation factor per BMCMPO policy. All CN phases must 
include an appropriate amount of funding for construction inspection in addition to project construction costs. 
 

Note: Fiscal Year 2020 begins on July 1, 2019 and ends on June 30, 2020. 

Phase Funding 
Source FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 Outlying 

Years 

PE 
 

      $       $       $       $       $       $       
      $       $       $       $       $       $       
      $       $       $       $       $       $       

RW 
      $       $       $       $       $       $       
      $       $       $       $       $       $       
      $       $       $       $       $       $       

CE 
      $       $       $       $       $       $       
      $       $       $       $       $       $       
      $       $       $       $       $       $       

CN 
      $       $       $       $       $       $       
      $       $       $       $       $       $       
      $       $       $       $       $       $       

 Totals: $       $       $       $       $       $       
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Section 5: Complete Streets Policy 
 

A. Select one of the following: 
  Compliant - This project is subject to the Complete Streets Policy because it involves the new 

construction or reconstruction of local roadways that will use federal funds through the BMCMPO for 
any phase of project implementation. Additional Information items 1-8 (below) must be submitted for 
Compliant projects. 

 
  Not Applicable - This project is not subject to the Complete Streets Policy because it is a transit project, 

a non-roadway project, a resurfacing activity that does not alter the current/existing geometric designs of 
the roadway, or is a project that uses federal funds for which the BMCMPO does NOT have programming 
authority. No Additional Information items (below) have to be provided for projects to which the 
Complete Streets Policy does not apply. 

 
  Exempt – The LPA is requesting that this project be exempted from the Complete Streets Policy due to 

certain circumstances or special constraints, as detailed in Section IV of the Complete Streets Policy. 
Please provide a detailed explanation of why the project should be exempted. Additional Information 
items 1, 4-8 (below) must be submitted for Exempt projects. 
 
Justification for Exemption:                                                          

 
B. Additional Information: 

Attach to this application form the following information as required by the Complete Streets Policy. If any items 
are unknown at the time of application, the applicant may indicate that “specific information has not yet been 
determined.” Any required information not provided at the time of this application must be reported to the MPO 
as soon as it becomes available. 
 
1) Detailed Scope of Work – Provide relevant details about the project that would be sufficient to use when 

seeking consulting services (detailed project description, vehicular elements, non-vehicular elements, new 
construction/reconstruction). 
 

2) Performance Standards – List specific performance standards for multimodal transportation, including, but 
not limited to transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and automobile users, ADA and Universal Design, environmental, 
utilities, land use, right of way, historic preservation, maintenance of services plan, and any other pertinent 
design component in relation to current conditions, during implementation/construction, and upon project 
completion. 
 

3) Measurable Outcomes – Identify measurable outcomes the project is seeking to attain (e.g. safety, congestion 
and/or access management, level-of-service, capacity expansion, utility services, etc.). 
 

4) Project Timeline – Identify anticipated timelines for consultant selection, public participation, design, right-
of-way acquisition, construction period, and completion date.  
 

5) Key Milestones – identify key milestones (approvals, permits, agreements, design status, etc.). 
 

6) Project Cost – Identify any anticipated cost limitations, additional funding sources, project timing, and other 
important cost considerations not included in the table above. 
 

7) Public Participation Process – Describe the public participation process (types of outreach, number and type 
of meetings, etc.), and the benchmark goals for the project (participation rates, levels of outreach, levels of 
accountability and corresponding response methods to input received, etc.). 
 

8) Stakeholder List – Identify the key parties/agencies/stakeholders/interest groups anticipated to be engaged 
during project development and their respective purpose for being on the list. 



Revised 10/18/18

Structure Number: NBI Number:

DOT Number:

ADT Year: Current ADT: Number of Lanes:

New Assigned Des #:

ERC Certification Date:

End Latitude End Longitude

Notes / Other Project or 
Funding Information:

Contract Prefix:

Work Category:

Functional Class:

Program Class:

Planning Area / MPO:

Group Category:

as of Date:

Feature crossed by Bridge:

LPA ERC:

Project Description:

INDOT - Project Programming / New Des Number Request Form

District:  

Local Public Agency:  

Sub District:  Congressional District

ERC E-mail:

ERC Phone #:

INDOT use only.

Work Type:

Start Longitude

Mid Latitude

Project Length:

Bridge Projects

Sufficiency Rating:

Transportation System:

Sponsor:

FMIS Urban Area:

FMIS Area:

Project Location:

Project Coordinates:

Start Latitude

Mid Longitude

Approach Length in Feet:

Railroad Projects

Page 1 of 2

RR Name:



$0.00

$0.00

FY Funding Program

  Proof of Project Funding Eligibility Approval (as required)

  Supporting Documentation, such as:
          • Minutes from a Policy Meeting
          • Call for MPO Project Application
          • Signed Award Letter

RFC Date: #N/A

Federal Split:

$0.00

$0.00

Initial Letting Date:

$0.00 $0.00

Local Public Agency:  0 Page 2 of 2

Total Project Cost

Award Amount:

$0.00

Special Funds 
Category

Funding Information
Phase Local Funds

$0.00

What is the purpose and need of your project?  Explain below.

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Project Manager Pjt Mgr Phone #

REMINDER - Submit this form with the following attachments:

Is this new DES Number Request a Sub-Project to any other project? If yes complete below.

Contract Number: DES Number(s):

$0.00

$0.00

Federal Funds Total for Phase
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INTRODUCTION 

Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21), the transportation bill that went into effect in 2012, 
authorized a new funding program called the Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP).  In broad terms, TAP 
is a consolidation of three previously existing federal programs which were not independently authorized in 
MAP-21: Transportation Enhancements (TE), Safe Routes to School (SRTS), and the Recreational Trails 
Program (RTP).  This packet contains general information about the process used to award TAP grants to 
eligible projects within the Bloomington/Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Organization (BMCMPO). 

The Bloomington/Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Organization (BMCMPO) is responsible for 
reviewing and awarding eligible Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) grant applications that fall within 
the BMCMPO Urbanized Area.  MAP-21 does not establish minimum standards or procedures for competitive 
TAP processes.  MPOs are given discretion to establish project priorities and to decide whether to fund (or not 
fund) eligible project categories. 

The Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) will provide technical assistance and review to ensure that 
any submitted TAP application meets federal eligibility requirements.  INDOT will also administer TAP funds 
and all subsequent project management aspects (e.g. engineering design reviews, contract bids, contract awards, 
etc.) once the BMCMPO has awarded TAP funds to a Local Public Agency (LPA) project. 

ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES 

Eligible activities to be considered for TAP awards in the BMCMPO are described as follows: 

• Sidewalks
• On-street or off-street bicycle infrastructure
• Pedestrian and bicycle signals
• Maintenance or construction of recreational trail or trailhead facilities
• Traffic calming techniques
• Lighting and other infrastructure that improves bicycle and pedestrian safety
• Infrastructure projects that will provide safe routes for non-drivers, including children, older

adults, and individuals with disabilities to access daily needs
• Safe Routes to School programming (Education, Encouragement, Enforcement, Evaluation)

LIMITATIONS 

TAP grant awards are based upon a grant formula where no more than 80% of the eligible costs will be 
reimbursed; which in turn requires a minimum of a 20% local match to be paid by the applicant.  The 
BMCMPO will get estimated amounts to award annually for the local TAP program.  The BMCMPO will have 
the ability to rollover or bank any previous TAP funds allocated to the local TAP program that were not 
awarded.  These funds can be used any subsequent year or TAP grant award cycle in addition to the annual 
allocation.  For the most current estimate available for the local TAP Program, contact the BMCMPO staff.  The 
following are guidelines and limitations to the TAP Program: 

• No limitation on the number of applications an LPA can submit for consideration;
• New projects, components of existing projects, and multiple phased projects are eligible;
• Application requests cannot exceed the estimated amount of TAP funds available, and are capped

at $1,000,000 under any scenario.
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SELECTION COMMITTEE 

A TAP Selection Committee will review and score all applications received during the TAP call for projects and 
will provide their recommendation to the BMCMPO committees.  At a minimum, the TAP Selection 
Committee shall be comprised of at least one, but not more than two, member(s) from each of the BMCMPO 
committees: the Policy Committee (PC), the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), and the Citizens Advisory 
Committee (CAC).  Members that are chosen to serve on the TAP Selection Committee may do so provided the 
following conditions are met: 

• The member is in good standing with the BMCMPO;
• The member is nominated by their respective BMCMPO committee to serve on the TAP Selection

Committee; and
• The member understands that, in a good faith pledge, their role is to serve in the best interest of the

BMCMPO and not to any subordinate agency, group, or association where a perceived or real
advantage may come to being through their association by serving this committee.

In addition to the BMCMPO members serving on the TAP Selection Committee, up to three at-large members 
may also be selected to serve on the TAP Selection Committee if the MPO staff finds that the composition of 
the committee could benefit from additional expertise outside of the BMCMPO committee membership.  These 
at-large members may be asked to serve by the MPO staff provided the following conditions are met: 

• The individual resides within the BMCMPO Urbanized Area, with the exception of representatives
of the Indiana Department of Transportation, Indiana Department of Environmental Management,
and other pertinent state agencies; and

• At least one of the at large members is directly associated with one of the following: Bloomington
and Monroe County Visitors Bureau, Downtown Bloomington Inc., Bloomington Bicycle Club;
Indiana Department of Natural Resource; Council of Neighborhood Associations, a local bicycle or
pedestrian advocacy or safety group, a local historic preservation group (HPC, Monroe County
Historical Society), a licensed engineer, architect, landscape architect, or planner, Indiana
Department of Environmental Management, or Indiana Department of Transportation.
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PROJECT SELECTION CRITERIA, REVIEW, AND AWARD PROCESS 

The TAP Selection Committee shall review all applications and score them on a 100 point system as prescribed 
in these guidelines.  This scoring system evaluates the level of community support, overall utility, safety, and 
project readiness, based on the criteria below.  Note that the points listed for each question are the maximum 
possible, and that a range of 0 to the maximum could be awarded by the committee members evaluating TAP 
applications. 

CRITERIA 
MAXIMUM 
POINTS 

Community Support 20 points 
Is the project supported by local planning documents? 10 

Has the project received letters of support from community organizations? 5 

Has the project been presented at public meetings? 5 

Safety 25 points 

Does the project location occur on any of the lists in the MPO’s crash reports 
from the previous 3 years? 10 

How many total crashes occurred within ¼ mile of the proposed project in the 
previous 3 years? 5 

How many fatal or incapacitating injury crashes occurred within ¼ mile of the 
proposed project in the previous 3 years? 5 

Does the proposed project improve safety for multiple user groups? 5 

Utility 25 points 

Does the project connect to destinations such as parks, schools, libraries, retail 
centers, employment centers? 10 

Does the project enhance bicycle and pedestrian access for traditionally 
underserved populations, as identified in the MPO's Long Range Transportation 
Plan? 5 

How many transit routes and transit stops are located within the proposed 
project, or are located within ¼ mile of the proposed project?   5 

Does the project connect to existing bicycling and walking networks? 5 

Project Readiness 30 points 
What percentage of design work is currently completed for the project? 10 

What percentage of the project right-of-way is owned by the project sponsor at 
the time of this application?   10 

Is this project eligible for a categorical exclusion from NEPA reviews? 5 

With the funds requested, will the project be fully funded, or a phase of the 
project fully funded? 5 

TOTAL: 100 points 

Each application shall be scored as described above by each TAP Selection Committee member.  Once the 
applications have been scored by each member, the average of their respective scores will determine the rank 
order of the applications.  The TAP Selection Committee members will make funding recommendations based 
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upon the estimated amount of available TAP funds, the project rank scores, and the funding requests for each 
application/project. 

The results of the TAP Selection Committee review process will be a recommendation for which application(s) 
to award and how much TAP funding the application(s) should receive.  Their recommendations will be sent to 
the CAC and TAC for consideration and subsequent recommendation.  The PC will consider all of these 
recommendations and make the final award determination. 

APPLICATION 

All TAP project applications must be submitted by a Local Public Agency (a unit of government with 
authority to levy taxes) and by the deadline established by the call for projects.  Generally, the 
following conditions apply: 

• Limit each application’s scope to one single project;
• A complete BMCMPO TAP application form must be submitted;
• Limit each application to a total of 35 pages in length;
• Include additional information pages, maps, pictures, letters of commitment/public support

etc.;
• Include a detailed project budget for your total project with itemized cost estimates;
• Indicate whether some of the project could be completed if only part of the requested

funds are awarded;
• Include a cover letter signed by the highest local elected official as well as the highest

financial official of the LPA;
• Provide an electronic copy of the application  to the BMCMPO; and
• Re-submissions for future cycles will be accepted; however, the application must be

updated and meet any new guidance or requirements.

PROGRAM EVALUATION 

The TAP program requirements will be reviewed by BMCMPO staff and Committees after each funding 
cycle.  
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FY 2020-2024 Transportation Alternatives Program Application 
Please complete all pertinent fields and return an electronic copy to MPO staff at martipa@bloomington.in.gov. 

 

Detailed Project Description (not to exceed 250 words) 

Identify the project scope, overview, objective, and any other relevant project details. 

 

 

 

 

Primary Purpose (Select one) 
Please select which description best fits your project.  All eligible project types are considered equally during 
evaluation. 

□ Construction of Bike/Pedestrian Facilities 
□ Safe Routes to School 
□ Multi-use trail project 

Project Elements (All that apply) 

□ Sidewalks 
□ On-street or off-street bicycle infrastructure 
□ Pedestrian and bicycle signals 
□ Maintenance or construction of recreational trail or trailhead facilities 
□ Traffic calming techniques  
□ Lighting and other infrastructure that improves bicycle and pedestrian safety 
□ Infrastructure projects that will provide safe routes for non-drivers, including children, older adults, and 

individuals with disabilities to access daily needs 
□ Safe Routes to School programming (Education, Encouragement, Enforcement, Evaluation) 

 

Community Support (20 points maximum)         
 

a. Is the project supported by local planning documents?  (10 points maximum)           
Please list each planning document that supports the project and describe how it provides support.  

 
 
 

b. Has the project received letters of support from community organizations?  (5 points maximum)         
Please include a copy of each letter.   

 
 
 

c. Has the project been presented at public meetings?  (5 points maximum)                          
Please list the name, date, and location of each meeting.   

 

 

mailto:martipa@bloomington.in.gov
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Safety (25 points maximum) 
a. Does the project location occur on any of the following lists in the MPO’s crash reports from the 

previous 3 years?   (10 points maximum)                                                                                                                                                    
Please check each list on which the project location appears and indicate which year’s crash report the 
list is in. 

                  

□ ‘Top Locations by Crash Total’  (Year(s):  ____________________ )                          

□ ‘Top Locations by Crash Rate’  (Year(s):  ____________________ )                     

□ ‘Top Locations by Crash Severity’  (Year(s):  ____________________ )      

□ ‘Eligible HSIP Locations’  (Year(s):  ____________________ )       

□ ‘Top Bicycle and Pedestrian Crash Locations’  (Year(s):  ____________________ )             

b. How many total crashes occurred within ¼ mile of the proposed project in the previous 3 years?          
(5 points maximum) 

 

c. How many fatal or incapacitating injury crashes occurred within ¼ mile of the proposed project in the 
previous 3 years?  (5 points maximum)        
              

d. Does the proposed project improve safety for multiple user groups?  (5 points maximum)                                  
Please check all that apply.                    
    

□ Pedestrians              

□ Bicyclists        

□ Motorists   

□ Transit users   

□ Disabled persons 

Utility (25 points maximum) 
 

a. Does the project connect to destinations such as parks, schools, libraries, retail centers, or employment 
centers?  (10 points maximum)                                                    
Please check all that apply.                   

□ Public Park          

□ School     

□ Library   

□ Employment  

□ Retail   
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b. Does the proposed project connect to existing bicycling and walking networks? (5 points maximum)                                          
Please check all that apply.                            
  

□ Multi-use Trail           

□ On-street bikeway      

□ Sidepath  

□ Sidewalk  

□ Signed bike route        

c. How many transit routes and transit stops are located within the proposed project, or are located within 
¼ mile of the proposed project?  (5 points maximum)   

 

d. Does the project enhance bicycle and pedestrian access for traditionally underserved populations, as 
identified in the MPO's Long Range Transportation Plan? (5 points maximum) 

 
 
Project Readiness (30 points maximum) 

 
a.  What percentage of design work is currently completed for the project?  (10 points maximum) 

 
 

b. What percentage of the project right-of-way is owned by the project sponsor at the time of this 
application?  (10 points maximum) 

 
 
c. Is this project eligible for a categorical exclusion from NEPA reviews? (5 points maximum) 

 
 

d. With the funds requested, will the project be fully funded, or a phase of the project fully funded?         
(5 points maximum) 

 

PLEASE ATTACH THE FOLLOWING TO THE COMPLETED TAP APPLICATION: 
 FY 2020-2024 TIP Project Request Form 

 Cover letter signed by the highest elected local official as well as the highest financial officer of the 
LPA 

 Project Map 

 NEPA Approval Letter (if applicable)  

 Letters of support (if applicable) 

 

I hereby certify that the information submitted as part of this application is accurate.   

 

________________________________________   __________________________________ 

Signature        Date 
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Overview 

The Bloomington/Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Organization (BMCMPO) is responsible for 
administering the local Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) process within the urbanized area, 
including establishing project selection procedures, soliciting projects from Local Public Agencies 
(LPAs), evaluating project applications, and awarding funding to projects.  The Indiana Department of 
Transportation (INDOT) retains final authority regarding which projects are funded. 

There are six general provisions guiding the Indiana State Highway Safety Improvement Program:1 

1) The candidate project shall demonstrate that it will address one of the infrastructure emphasis
areas outlined in the Indiana Strategic Highway Safety Plan: 2

a. Roadway Departure Crashes
b. Intersection Crashes
c. Large Vehicle Conflict Crashes
d. Roadway Restriction Related Crashes
e. Vulnerable User Crashes
f. Human Factors Contribution to Crashes

2) The candidate project must demonstrate a workable plan to address the identified safety problem.
3) The candidate project must demonstrate a financially sound design concept. For site-specific

projects, a benefit/cost ratio at or above 2.0 is the minimum standard for eligibility.  Low-cost
systematic countermeasures may be better suited to a program-based benefit/cost analysis.

4) All project documentation is subject to review and eligibility determination by the multi-agency
Highway Safety Advisory Committee. INDOT and FHWA retain the right to refuse Federal safety
funding for projects that can not document eligibility (justification of need) and cost
effectiveness.

5) Where new devices are installed, the owner agency agrees to fund all future maintenance.
6) Post-construction analysis is a requirement for all completed projects. For site-specific projects,

the normal standard is comparison of crash history for three continuous years before the start and
end of project construction. Other low-cost systematic improvements not based on crash history
may have post-construction reporting periods of different length.

All phases of project implementation (Preliminary Engineering, Right-of-Way, Construction, and 
Construction Engineering/Inspection) are eligible under the HSIP program; however, HSIP funds may not 
be used as a component of a larger project. Local Public Agencies will be required to provide a minimum 
local match in the amount of 10% of the project cost. 

Project Selection 

There are two project categories for HSIP funding: low-cost systematic improvements (e.g., sign 
replacement, backing plates on signal heads, pedestrian countdown signals, etc.), and site-specific 
improvements (e.g., roadway realignment/reconfiguration, new signals, etc.). In keeping with statewide 
and federal goals, low-cost systematic strategies are preferred strategies. Some large scale site-specific 
projects, such as intersection reconstruction, would rapidly expend the funds and could tie up multiple 
years of funding.  In addition, such projects would likely involve right-of-way acquisition, which would 
cause a significant lag in project implementation. Low-cost systematic and smaller scale site-specific 
projects can be implemented more quickly and are preferred. 

1 Indiana Department of Transportation. Local Highway Safety Improvement Program Project Selection Guidance. 
July 2009.  
2 Indiana Department of Transportation. Strategic Highway Safety Plan. October 1, 2010 
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Project selection procedures differ for low-cost systematic and site-specific projects. Generally, site-
specific projects require a greater burden of proof on the applicant to demonstrate the cost-effectiveness 
of the proposed strategy. A Road Safety Audit (RSA) must be performed for all proposed HSIP projects, 
regardless of type.  The specific project selection procedures are detailed below. 

Low-Cost Systematic Improvements 

The low-cost systematic improvement project types listed below are eligible for BMCMPO HSIP 
funding.  LPAs should prioritize improvements based on the greatest anticipated safety benefit. The 
project application requires the LPA to discuss its prioritization method.  LPAs are required to perform 
the benefit/cost analysis and Road Safety Audit (RSA) reports no later than the design phase of the 
project. It is not necessary to demonstrate a particular cost/benefit ratio for these types of projects.  

1) Conduct replacement of outdated regulatory and, warning signs to meet Manual of Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) retroreflectivity requirements. The basis for this project type
is to assist LPAs in meeting the Federally mandated requirements to upgrade warning, regulatory,
and guide signs to current standards of the MUTCD.3 Regulatory and warning signs are eligible
for replacement based on the following criteria:

a. Signs that are known to be in place longer than 10 years
b. Signs that do not have prismatic sheeting
c. Signs that are damaged to the extent that their nighttime retroreflectivity is inadequate.
d. Signs that fail to meet minimum retroreflectivity requirements
e. If the cost estimate exceeds available funding, replacement of signs will be prioritized on

the basis that warning and stop signs are highest priority followed by other regulatory and
guide signs.

2) Upgrade traffic signals to a minimum of one signal head per travel lane. The basis for this
project type is a well established crash reduction factor associated with this countermeasure.
Proposed locations can be prioritized based on crash history and traffic volume.

3) Install black backing plates on all signal heads at a traffic signal. The basis for this project type
is a well established crash reduction factor associated with this countermeasure. Proposed
locations should be prioritized based on crash history and traffic volume.

4) Install pedestrian push button and countdown heads at traffic signals. This countermeasure is
described in INDOT Design Standards and is eligible at public road crosswalks. Prioritization of
locations should be made according to crash history, pedestrian volume, traffic volume, and
pedestrian conflicts.

5) Install new pedestrian crosswalk warning signs, flashing beacons, special pavement markings
and refuge areas. Justification of locations should be according to a documented pedestrian plan
that identifies corridors serving pedestrian traffic generators such as multimodal trails, schools,
libraries, retail and Central Business District (CBD). Proposed locations should be prioritized
based on traffic volume, and pedestrian conflicts.

6) Make changes to signal timing to improve safety. The basis for this project type is a well
established crash reduction factor associated with this countermeasure. Proposed locations can be
prioritized based on crash history and traffic volume.

7) Install new lighting at intersections and at trail crossings. The basis for this project type is a well
established crash reduction factor associated with this countermeasure. Proposed locations should
be prioritized based on crash history, traffic volume, and pedestrian conflicts.

8) Install new guardrail end sections upgraded to current standards. This activity is considered
preventative maintenance under HSIP guidance that allows for the replacement of substandard

3 http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/night_visib/policy_guide/ 
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guardrail end sections (such as buried ends) with current guardrail end sections contained in 
INDOT Standards and Specifications. In order to provide the proper transition to existing 
guardrail, not more than 100 feet of the existing guardrail may also be replaced at each end 
section. Proposed locations should be prioritized based on crash history and traffic volume.  

9) Install new guardrail at approved locations where none existed before. New runs of guardrail
may be placed according to INDOT Standards and Specifications where the need is determined,
according to Chapter 49 of the INDOT Design Manual. Proposed locations should be prioritized
based on crash history and traffic volume.

10) Install new stop signs at railroad crossings that lack active warning devices. The basis for this
project type is a well established crash reduction factor associated with this countermeasure. The
LPA may install new stop signs at any public road crossing of an active railroad line that
currently lacks active warning devices such as railroad activated lights and gates. If existing stop
signs are present but are in poor condition they may be replaced under the basis of item 1 above.
Proposed locations should be prioritized based on crash history and traffic volume. The
placement of any new stop sign requires an engineering analysis for justification of placement.
The LPA should coordinate the placement of traffic control devices at railroad crossings with the
railroad.

11) Other improvements as authorized by INDOT/FHWA. Certain systematic improvements may be
authorized on a temporary basis by INDOT and FHWA in order to allow MPOs additional
flexibility in spending HSIP funds.  These supplemental authorizations, when applicable, will be
conveyed to the LPAs during the annual HSIP call for projects.

Site-Specific Improvement Projects 

The selection process for site-specific improvement projects entails a greater level of analysis than is 
required for low-cost systematic improvements. In particular, a benefit/cost ratio greater than 2.0 is 
required for all site-specific projects. Additionally, projects must be located at one of the top 50 crash 
locations in the County, or another location formally approved by the Policy Committee. Road Safety 
Audits (RSA) are also required for site-specific projects. The RSA report should define the safety issues 
and identify alternatives and recommended crash countermeasures.  The RSA team must consist of 
independent un-biased experts. The LPA application must include a formal written response to the 
findings of the RSA team. The LTAP HELPERS Engineer can assist the LPA in locating qualified team 
members for the RSA.  

The benefit/cost ratio is based on the relationship of the type and number of crashes to the specific 
countermeasures proposed. Therefore, the proposed treatment must be capable of reducing the types of 
crashes associated with the site. In order to facilitate benefit/cost analysis, the BMCMPO will provide a 
benefit/cost spreadsheet to the Local Public Agencies (LPAs). To complete the worksheet, it will be 
necessary for the LPAs to consult the police reports for the crashes under consideration. At the request of 
the LPA, the BMCMPO can provide a list of the crash record numbers for any particular location so that 
the crash reports can be more easily obtained. Relationships between crash type and countermeasures are 
detailed in FHWA’s “Desktop Reference for Crash Reduction Factors.” 

In order to be eligible for BMCMPO HSIP funding, the following must be satisfied: 

1. The LPA must be within the BMCMPO Planning Area Boundary; and
2. The proposed site-specific improvement project location must be exclusive of INDOT facilities,

including intersections where a non-INDOT facility intersects or adjoins an INDOT facility; and
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3. The proposed site-specific improvement project location must be identified in the list of the top
50 fatal/incapacitating injury crash locations in the most recent BMCMPO Crash Report, as
included in the HSIP Call for Projects. LPAs may appeal to the Policy Committee to allow a
project location that is not on the list of eligible project locations. Such appeals may be made
concurrent to or prior to applying for HSIP funding. If the appeal is successful, the proposed
location will be added to the list of eligible project locations.

Applications for site-specific improvement projects at eligible locations will be prioritized based on the 
following criteria (total of 100 points possible): 

Factor Measure Points 

Safety*  More than 2.5 Crashes per MEV  30 
More than 2.0 Crashes per MEV  20 
More than 1.5 Crashes per MEV  15 
More than 1.0 Crashes per MEV  10 
More than 0.5 Crashes per MEV  5 

Benefit/Cost Greater than 10  30 
Greater than 5  20 
Greater than 2  10 
Greater than 1  5 
Less than (or equal to) 1  0 

Status of Project Construction & ROW plans complete  25 
PE & Environmental complete  20 
Initial request for construction funding only 15 
Initial request for construction and ROW funding 10 

Local Share  25% or more additional 15 
OVER Amount 20% or more additional 12 
Required 15% or more additional 9 

10% or more additional 6 
5% or more additional 3 
Required local amount 0 

*For projects that apply to a road segment rather than an intersection, crash rates should be calculated per
MVMT (Million Vehicle Miles Traveled) rather than MEV (Million Entering Vehicles).

Project Application Requirements 

LPAs must include the following materials in their applications: 

1) A cover letter signed by the highest elected official of the LPA that owns or maintains the public
road(s) where the proposed infrastructure project will be constructed and a signature by the
LPA’s highest financial official. The letter shall address all of the following:
a) Project intent, including the project location and type of work.
b) Explanation of how it was determined that this is one of the worst problems in the area.
c) Discussion of the relationship between the type and number of crashes and the treatments

proposed.
d) Discussion of other treatments that were considered and why were they rejected.
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e) Name and title of the LPA employee that is the primary contact for the project and who is
responsible for sign off on project reports and other project milestones.

2) A completed Benefit/Cost worksheet or, in the case of systematic improvements, discussion of
the prioritization method used.

3) A map of the location(s) to be improved.  For some low-cost systematic improvements involving
multiple locations (e.g., sign replacement), a simple dot map is sufficient.

4) A data collection plan for pre/post treatment comparison (some low-cost systematic
improvements may not be amenable to evaluation). The data collection plan should clearly
indicate the LPA’s ability to evaluate the effectiveness of the project, using three years of pre-
treatment data and three years of post-treatment data. The analysis should include a breakdown of
the type and number of crashes in each of the six years, and the estimated benefits of the project,
based on the number of crashes reduced in the three year post-treatment period. Standard crash
cost estimates are incorporated into the Benefit/Cost worksheet. Crash data collection and
analysis will be the responsibility of the LPA.

5) Preliminary cost estimates for each phase of the proposed project (e.g. PE, ROW, Construction,
and Inspection Services).

6) A proposed timeline for completion of each phase of the project.
7) For site-specific projects only:

a) Road Safety Audit report, including RSA team member list, description of safety problems,
and recommended crash countermeasures.

b) LPA response to RSA recommendations.

HSIP Project Selection Process 

The process for awarding BMCMPO HSIP funds to LPA projects shall be as follows: 
1. The BMCMPO will issue a Call for Projects.
2. LPAs will submit completed project applications with appropriate supporting materials to the

BMCMPO by the Call for Projects deadline.
3. BMCMPO staff will review submitted project applications and, if necessary, work with LPAs to

refine or clarify their applications.
4. BMCMPO Staff and LPAs will present project applications to the Citizens Advisory Committee

(CAC) and Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). The CAC and TAC will prioritize the project
applications and make recommendations as to which project(s) should be awarded HSIP funding.
These recommendations will be forwarded to the Policy Committee.

5. The Policy Committee will approve the local HSIP funding awards.
6. BMCMPO Staff will submit the approved funding awards to INDOT for evaluation by the

Highway Safety Advisory Council (HSAC).
7. The HSAC will make a final determination regarding the BMCMPO HSIP funding awards.
8. Approved projects will be added to the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) in accordance

with BMCMPO TIP amendment procedures.
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Type of 
Crash

Study 
Period, 

Change in 
Crashes

Annual 
Change in 
Crashes Cost per Crash Annual Benefit

F     3,400,000$           

A     280,000$              

Right of Way Costs (not included in B/C calculation) B     63,000$                

Traffic Growth Factor 1% C     31,000$                Benefit
Discount Rate 4.0% PD     4,600$                  Cost

Project Service Life (n) 30 Total 0.00 0.00 -$                      B/C=

Crash Codes
F Fatal
A Incapacitating Injury
B Evident Injury
C Possible Injury
PD Property Damage Only

Notes
Where more than one CRF applies, use the following formula to obtain the combined CRF:
CRF = 1 - [(1 - CRF1)(1 - CRF2)(1 - CRF3)]
from http://www.dot.state.mn.us/trafficeng/safety/hes/kentucky_report.pdf; Development of Accident Reduction Factors

See "Calculations" sheet for amortization.

Directions:  Fill in all applicable white cells
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