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Introduction
O Spring 2004 GIS mapping

O Winter 2006

O Analyze changes

O Classify data and create density and analysis maps

O Suggest new bike rack locations
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Methods Flow Chart

Review Past
Data

May,2004 Bike parking and PSU buildings by intensity of use

Legend
@  Bike Parking
Study area boundary
Freeway
Campus buildings
Intensity of use

[ Jom-nzo

[ Jo21-040
I 041 - 060 0 ‘G 180 360 s
I oc -1 00

Data sources: RLIS version 2003; Renkens, Shook, & Tresidder, 2004 Prepared by: Jay Renkens,June 2004




February, 2006 Total Number of Bikes Possible
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February, 2006 Average Percent Capacity: New and Old Bike Racks
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Data Layers Used

O Building
footprints

O Bike rack
locations

O Building
entrances

O Pedestrian
network

O Survey
results
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Review Past Bike Rack
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User Count Sheet
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PSU Bicycle Transportation Survey Spring

This surmy wil take aboat 13 mnetes to complete. Your responses will holp 1he university improve 1he bicycls transporation options aailabke 10 you. ¥ you have any
quAstions about 1hes SUNEY OF The UR0SS o fhe Mesuts, plasss contact Jansl Starbentz &t S0 252005 or janal(s)pds sy

Hote: Piease read 3ll choices bafor selecling your answers.

1) Pluase enter the 3.digit code printed on the survey card you recebad on your bicycle

2) ¥ you do not hive & code, or forgol i, describe the location where you usually park. (eg. Cramer, south side, nearest 1o Broadway SL)

3) The following guestions refer to the LOCATION WHERE YOUR BIKE WAS PARKED when you received the surey card

Meutral
18sit my hike was aale from damage a1 this Incation 8]
I Bt vy bikce weare sale from thefl &t thes location.

Spacing betwasn bike racks allowed suffcient reom to lock my bike.

The bike parking rack was sy 16 use.
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The bike parking was close 1o the placefs) | novded 1o go.

&) What is your overall impression of the bike parking you used?

5) Regarding PEU BIKE PARKING IN GENERAL
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Sample Graph of Survey Results

The bike parking rack was easy to use.{The following questions refer to the LOCATION WHERE YOUR BIKE WAS
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2004 Average percent of occupied spaces on the PSU campus
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Average density of parked bikes — winter 2006

Density of parked bikes
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Average density of parked bikes — spring 2006
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Original Building Layer

Clipped Building Layer
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Dissolved Building Layer

Rasterized Building Layer

11



.
Reclassified Building Cost Layer
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Doorway Cost Allocation Layer

Final Weighted Doorway Layer
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Final Weighted Pedestrian Layer
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Percent Capacity Interpolation
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Theft Risk Interpolation
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Theft Interpolation Reclass
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Capacity Interpolation Reclass

Doorway Distance Reclass
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Raster Calculator Weights

O Theft risk — 0.32

O Close to destination — 0.26
O Damage risk — 0.15

O Available space — -0.27

O Percentage of capacity — 0.50
O Near building entrance — 0.26
O Near pedestrian network — 0.24
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Raster Calculator Results

More Desirable Locations
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2004 Locations where 2 spaces would generate 50% occupancy
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Data gources: RLIS version 2003; Renkens, Shook, & Tresidder, 2004 Frepared by: Jay Renkens, June 2004
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Results

O Density of bike racks spread rather evenly

O High capacity bike parking centered around library and
SMSU

O Uncovered bike racks more heavily used in spring than in
winter

O Perceived theft and damage risk concentrated along
Broadway and 10th Avenue

O Bike racks near center of campus perceived as easier to
use
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Actual density

Perceived density

February, Recommended Bike Rack Sites, Ped Network, Doorways
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Recommended New Bike Rack Locations
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Conclusions

O Multi-criteria analysis identified need for
more bike racks on east side of campus
that would otherwise have been
overlooked

O More bike racks are needed near
heavily-used buildings towards the
center of campus
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Limitations

O Small sample size (124 responses at 55 of the
90 bike racks on campus — 60%)

34% response rate (9% of total PSU cyclists)

O Using survey results limited the size of the study
area

O Some criteria weights based on survey results —
subjective rather than objective measurements

O Other criteria weights (like bike density) were
arbitrary
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Possible Improvements

0 More empirical data - i.e., theft statistics

O More physical characteristics - i.e., lighting
data, covered sites

O Larger sample - results from all campus
bike racks
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Questions?
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