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2015 Center City Private Bicycle Amenity Inventory

1. Project Purpose and Background

This report documents an assessment of private bicycle amenities conducted between June and
September 2015i n Seat t | e 6 Bhe &Swssmantincl@estaygamplete inventory of end-of-trip
bicycle facilities (including racks, lockers, showers, and other bicycle commuting amenities) in commercial
buildings as well as a qualitative analysis of potential barriers for property managers to providing bicycle
parking amenities.

The Center City Bicycle Amenity Inventory was conducted in collaboration with the City of Seattle Mayors

Office Youth Summer Employment Initiative and was funded by the Metropolitan Improvement District.

The projectoeexmamémte was ttotyds private bicycle infras
conducted in 2010. This data will continue to support our outreach efforts with property managers,

employers and commuters about the availability and demand for quality bicycle infrastructure.

Commute Seattle is a not-for-profit commuter service organization working to shift drive-alone commuter

trips to other commute modes in an effort to improve access and mobility to and through Downtown

Seattle. The organization is a partnership of executive leaders from the Downtown Seattle Association,

the City of Seattle, and King County Metro. The organization provides outreach and best practices

education for four commute options: transit, bike, walk and rideshare programming.

Commute Seattl ebs mi s salomertommate ttips to sthei nfodes td suppbriythedjoali v e
of a 30% drive alone commute rate by 2016. Commute Seattle and its partners have exceeded the goal

of increasing the number of daily downtown bicycle commuters to 6,000 by 2015 (currently ~7,500). This
increase contributes to the citywide goals and objectives contained in the City of Seattle Bicycle Master

Plan.

This assessment investigates whether the existing bicycle commuter amenities in commercial buildings is
sufficient to accommodate planned increases in bicycle commuters. These amenities play a key role in
the strategy for delivering the full range of services needed to support bicycle commuters. Private
amenities leverage public investment in on-street bike facilities and encouragement programs while
strengthening public-private partnerships. The inventory findings inform the level of investment needed in
amenity improvements, education outreach, and encouragement marketing.
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2. Bike Amenities Assessment Methodology and Inventory Approach

The purpose of the inventory process is to build upon the original 2010 inventory, and create a

longitudinal study to track our progress, as a city, in accommodating the increasing mode split for bicycle

commuti ng. This second study quantifies the Center Ci
suitability of long-t er m par king facilities for commuters, and trac
findings to the data collected in 2010. The project was divided into six separate but interrelated tasks:

Assess the scope of work from 2010

Develop and scope inventory work plan for 2015

Hire and train temporary staff

Field workd complete the inventory

Analyze findings, compare to 2010 data, solicit input and assess issues
Report findings and recommendations

o gk whE

In 2010, Commute Seattle began the inventory project by researching other bicycle parking inventories

and assessment programs from around the world. These inventories ranged in scale from volunteer user-

generated data using Google Maps to long-form assessment tools that covered nearly every aspect of a

userb6s bike parking experience within a building. Whil
detailed locations for all public bicycle parking facilities, no comprehensive inventories of private

amenities could be found. A complete list of resources and works cited is attached as Appendix A.

Commute Seattle hired a contractor to manage the 2015 study. Using the spreadsheets, training
materials, and data collection techniques from 2010 as a template, the contractor conducted an
exhaustive inventory of all Center City properties. The work plan from 2010 was streamlined, simplifying
the data model where appropriate, and making greater use of relational databases and GIS for
management of the field work. The addresses cataloged in 2010 were a starting point, and any
commercial properties built since 2010 were added to the database. In the field, the 2010 standards for
counting bike rack capacity were used, implementing the nine-point quantitative assessment tool already
established. Temporary field staff was hired to inventory the buildings and collect the data.

I. Project Scope and Work Plan

The 2015 inventory work plan used the same geographic scope as the 2010 project. Updated geographic
data for buildings and parcels was obtained, and property managers were contacted in anticipation of
data collection efforts.

A. Geographic scope and neighborhoods

The inventory project documents buildings in Seattl eds
neighborhoods in the downtown core of the city. Neighborhood definitions were changed from the 2010

Bicycle Amenity Inventory to align more precisely with other studies completed by Commute Seattle. To

enable direct comparisons to the earlier study, the 2010 data was changed to match the 2015

neighborhood definitions (see Figure 1. Commute Seattle's neighborhood boundaries)
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B. Types of parking facilities

The purpose of the inventory was to
guantify the amount and type of bicycle
parking spaces available to commuters on 5 STt Ssreessseaa.
commercial properties. For this reason, -
several distinctions between types of 5

parking and storage facilities were . &l
necessary. 3

r
1
1
1
I

South Lake Union ]
1
]
: Capitol Hill
]

Foremost, the needs of commuters .
necessitate that parking facilities are . o A
appropriate for 6 1 10 hours of use. Sy St L_
Transport Canada, the federal 2 e -

/
transportation department, defines short- .. %9 |'l
\\
\

|

term parking as fAsi mp S
racks with no weather protection and . Commercmcore  \
mi ni mal security meas . \
long-term parking, which is defined as )
fi p a r Zor falyZnglosed or indoor bicycle ._
parking offering weather protection and '
increased protection against vandalism and '
t h e'fTe nore fully understand the
differences between short-term and long-

term parking, Commute Seattle developed a ‘ '
t ool for assessing al|{ o_____. LSt ;
commuter-readiness (see Commuter
Bicycle Parking Assessment Tool below for cyore Greaie Comran.Share Ab Lense (CC.
a full description). Figurel. Commute Seattle's neighborhood boundaries

First Hill

A .-

e
.
.

Pioneer Squarey Y

1
Chin#own-lnlemational Disrict

-

The inventory distinguished between formal and informal bicycle parking. Formal bicycle parking is
defined as any piece of infrastructure specifically designed for bicycle storage, such as a bicycle rack or
bicycle locker. Informal bicycle parking was defined as any piece of infrastructure that could be used for
bicycle storage though was not designed for such use. Examples of informal bicycle parking include
signposts, railings, and metal pipes. Informal bicycle parking was not counted in the inventory, as it is
generally not adequate for long-term commuter bicycle storage.

Additionally, some property managers allow tenants to bring bicycles into their leased space, or provide a
locked or semi-private area in which to store bicycles (yet without formal bicycle racks). These types of
amenities were included as part of the inventory but only when that information was volunteered by the
property manager.

lTransport Canado&Tr inBi Eaycil lei tEineds, 0 Apri |l 2010, i X .
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Figure2. Locations of cityowned racks

The inventory also distinguishes
between private parking amenities and
public bicycle facilities. The City of
Seattle installs and maintains public
bicycle parking facilities in the public
right-of-way, such as on sidewalks,
within parking spaces, or on public
lands. Given their location, the vast
majority of public racks are considered
short-term bicycle parking - according
to the Seattle Department of
Transportationds (SDOT)
these facilities. There are approximately
2,442 public racks in the project area.

C. Buildings and geographic data
The 2015 inventory built upon the
significant database assembled in the
2010 study. As part of the preparation
for the field work, parcel ID numbers
(PINs), were added to the Commute
Seattle building records. This enabled a
link into King County parcel and
assessor data. XY coordinates were
then transferred from the King County
address records to the Commute
Seattle building records. This made it
possible to map all of the building
records, and to view and analyze them
in a spatial context. Approximately two

dozen buildings constructed since 2010 were added to the building database.
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Il. Counting Bicycle Rack Capacity

Capacity, for the purposes of
this inventory, is defined as the
number of bikes that can
reasonably be accommodated
on a rack in a commercial
building. Rack manufacturers
state the potential capacity for
each rack they produce, but
factors such as quality,
installation, and human
behavior can greatly impact the
actual capacity from a user
standpoint. When given limited
options for bicycle parking,
users often find creative means
to secure their bicycles.? For

example, the rack in Figure 3is Figure3 Users of this rack have added more bikes than intended by the
designed to hold two bicycles, manufacturer.Photo: Commute Seattle

while users have found ways to

lock six bicycles to it.

In another example, the
manufacturer of the rack in
Figure 4 states a capacity of

10 bicycles. This assumes that
the rack is located away from a
wall, so that bikes may be
parked perpendicular to the

rack (as shown in Figure 5).
The stated capacity also
assumes that users will not

park parallel to the rack, as
shown in Figure 4. If another
cyclist were to
other side in this way, the
capacity would be effectively
decreased to two bikes.
Relatedly, the rack, located in a
parking garage, is adjacent to a
vehicle parking stall (note the Figure4 Obstructions dimirish the capacity of this rack, originally designed to he
grey line and white parking 10 bicycles. Photo: Commute Seattle

block). Vehicles parked in this

stall would further complicate the proper usage of this rack, and risk damage to and from parked bicycles.

2 Some users find that locking bicycles to railings, signposts, or other informal infrastructure is sufficient for their
needs. These types of fixtures were not included in the inventory.
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The goal of the inventory was
to capture the number of
bicycles that could fit on any
one piece of infrastructure.
While siting and installation
played a factor in diminishing
that capacity, user behavior also
i mpacts a rackds actua
However, there is no objective
way to predict how users will
behave, and behavior that does
diminish capacity is temporary
compared to, for example, the
wall that obstructs the back half
of the rack in Figures 4 and 5.

Commute Seattleds rese
into bicycle racks and their

Figure5 While proper usage is important, proper installation plays a large part | €ffective capacities found no
determining capacity. Photo: Commute Seattle. definitive sources that

accounted for all of the issues
that affect rack usability. As such, in 2010, Commute Seattle created a field guide to quickly and
objectively measure:
T A rackods capacity based on its design elements, and
1 The capacity lost due to installation and environment.

Capacity standards were determined by consideringmanuf act ur er s suggestions, sta
Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals, and user trends. The resulting guide (Appendix B)

depicts the most common types of bicycle racks, and counting guidelines for racks where capacity is

more difficult to determine objectively. This methodology was duplicated for the 2015 study.

[ll. Commuter Bicycle Parking Assessment Tool

A. Background and Research

In addition to the number of bikes a rack can reasonably accommodate, Commute Seattle also quantified

the ability of the current stock of bicycle-tgmarking in
parking needs. Security and weather protection are among the most important attributes of a commuter-

appropriate bicycle rack. Long-term users look for bicycle racks that are in secure or highly-trafficked

areas to reduce the possibility of theft. They also look for parking that is protected from inclement weather

in order to avoid discomfort and damage to bicycle hardware. Research also suggestedth at a r ackds
guality should be considered when de-teenrstorbge.i ng a r ackas

Many of the inventories in other cities make no distinction between rack types in terms of quality, noting

merely their capacity and, in some cases, whether or not the racks are covered or indoors. One exception

is a study of Chicago grocery stores, which assigned e
or Apoorodo. The ratings were based onbikelrsitsffraneiahd] t y t o |
the security [t3he rack] provides. 0

®Steven Vance, fABike parking at grocery and convenience store
http://wiki.stevevance.net/bikeparking/grocerystoreschi (accessed 24 Mar 2011).
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The Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals (APBP) recommends specific rack types based
on the ability of the rack to support an upright bicycle, the ability of a user to lock the frame and one wheel
to the rack with a U-lock, and the thickness and quality of the material to which the bike is locked.* A bike
which lacks support may be damaged if it tilts or falls, and may cause damage to surrounding bikes in the
process. Furthermore, the quality of the rack has an impact on security i a thin metal bar can be bent or
pried loose by a determined thief, while a thicker steel tube would require cumbersome tools to cut
through.

B. Assessment Tool and Criteria

To determine the appropriateness of a rack for commuter purposes, Commute Seattle designed a 9-point
assessment tool along the criteria of security, weather protection, and quality. The tool was designed to
be used quickly and objectively, and to capture the relationship between security and quality.

Each rack was assigned a point value which was then converted to a letter grade that described the
rackés appropri at eale s beloWw, showsthe pomticaneersisn. and description of each
grade. Grades were developed in order to easily compare racks with similar attributes i the C-grade does
not necessarily connote bad infrastructure, but merely indicates that the rack is inappropriate for long-
term usage by commuters. C-grade racks may be provided by the property manager for short term usage.

Points
Category Description
8-9 A Preferred Well-protected from theft, weather, or damage
4-7 B Adequate Reasonably well-protected from theft, weather, or damage
1-3 C Inadequate Not well-protected from theft, weather, or damage

Table 1 Categories of Bike Parking as Determined by the Assessment Tool

1. Weather Protection Assessment

The assessment tool considers weather protection high (3 points) when the infrastructure is
completely covered by solid walls and ceilings, or is far enough away from open walls or fences to
avoid wind-blown precipitation. Medium protection (2 points) refers to parking that is partially covered
by a roof or canopy, or susceptible to wind-blown precipitation, such as through fences or open walls.
Low protection (1 point) refers to parking that has no overhead coverage. A point is still given to
uncovered racks, as they become useful for commuters in warmer months. The assessment tool
considers bicycle lockers to have high weather protection, regardless of their location.

Figure 6. Uncovered racks (left) may be useful in warmer weather, though covered racks (right) are preferred. Partially
covered racks (center) have some exposure to the elements. Photos: Commute Seattle.

* Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals, Bicycle Parking Guidelines, 2" ed., 2010, 2-16 7 2-29.
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2. Security Assessment

High-security (3 points) refers to any parking where general access is restricted, usually by a locked door
or gate, or where the amenity is a variety of storage locker that restricts access to individually assigned
users. Medium-security (2 points) refers to parking that is accessible to anyone, yet located in high-
visibility or high-traffic areas that would deter theft or vandalism. Low-security (0 points) refers to any
parking that is accessible to anyone and located in a low-visibility or low-traffic area. Low-security parking
was considered inappropriate for commuters, and received an automatic C grade.

:": e diEn W ‘ - P

o e

Figure 7. Low security (left) provided no theft-deterrent or visibility to commuters' parked bicycles. Well-trafficked areas
(center) were considered medium security, while cages, lockers, and any other restricted access area (right) received the
most points. Photos: Commute Seattle.

3. Quality Assessment
Uptothree pointsar e awarded for the rackés quality, with

rack type to support an upright U-l ocked bicycl e AND the |l evel of securit)

level of appropriateness were given a preferred status, while those that did not were given a non-
preferred status. The possible point distributions are outlined in below.

Table 2 Points are given to each rack based on the security level and rack type.

Security
Quality Example Low
Preferred 3 3 0
‘ ..—-—-4\"_'\

Non-Preferred \
| \,u,l.LJ———&J

IV. Data Collection and Analysis

Commute Seattle hired a project manager and eight youth interns to conduct the survey. Over the course
of the first two weeks, the project manager studied the methods and outcomes of the 2010 inventory,
interviewed the people involved in it, determined what data would be collected in 2015, and created a
database structure and tracking methodology for the new survey. When the youth interns arrived in the
third week, they were trained in the use of the assessment tool and capacity counting standards, as well
as the sensitivities of privacy. Staff initially conducted data collection in pairs for training purposes, but
quickly transitioned to individual field work.
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Adding to the Existing Database

When the project began, an extract of the existing Commute Seattle CRM database was made. This
extract included the building address data and the bike racks data that were collected in 2010, and had
been appended with new records over the five years between bike inventory projects.

Although some of the records contained XY coordinates that could be converted to geometry usable in a
GIS, the majority did not. In addition, there was no common key that could be used to connect Commute
Seattle data to the rich datasets owned by King County and the City of Seattle. To enable these
connections, the PIN (Parcel Inventory Number) was added to the Commute Seattle building table. XY
coordinates were then copied from King County address records. Any records unmatched to King County
data were batch-geocoded in Google Maps.

Address Filtering

King County data that was linked to the Commute Seattle address database was used to identify
addresses that fell outside of the scope of this study. Before the field work began, any building that was
identified by the King County Assessords Office
buildings to visit. This immediately removed approximately 500 records from the inventory process.

Field Packets

Using the geocoded building records from the Downtown Seattle Association database, the project
manager generated daily work packages for the field interns. These work packages contained a set of
maps for the neighborhood being surveyed, a set of survey sheets pre-printed with the building address
and other relevant data, the notification letter that had been sent to building managers, and the 2010
executive summary.

For two months, the interns worked through the downtown neighborhoods, contacting building managers
and security staff, investigating and documenting the quantity and quality of bicycle facilities.

1. Data Collection Sheets
One data sheet per address was printed out. Each sheet was pre-printed with relevant
information about the property, including neighborhood, address, building name, parcel ID, map
index number (see Map Packets, below), and the count of total bike capacity from the previous
survey. To accommodate buildings with more racks than could be counted on the pre-printed

form, several blank data sheets were — — -
also included. NG 1 | - ] RS VA == N

In the 2010 survey, field workers were
required to calculate the 0-9 and ABC
values directly on the survey forms
(See Appendix C). This was simplified
in the 2015 survey, with only the
necessary information being collected
that would then allow the calculation of
0-9 and ABC values in the database.
This streamlined the collection
process, and eliminated a potential for

data error (See Appendix D). =

The data collected on the sheets were:
1 Is building

6 Belltown s . X, X,

residential/vacant/not found?
1 Showers available/how many
1 Lockers available/how many

Figure 8 Neighborhood map set cover sheet
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Bike pump available?
Bike parking in tenant space allowed?
Bike parking location
Preferred rack?
Rack capacity

o Potential

o Actual
Security rating (0,2,3)
Coverage/shelter rating (1,2,3)
Total # of bikes in rack
Type of access/security
1 Notes

=A =4 =4 4 -4

=A =4 -4 -4

If the building could not be found, it was marked as such, and the surveyor moved on to the next
building in the work packet. If the building was found, before collecting any information it was
evaluated as residential or vacant. If so, it was marked as such, and the surveyor moved on to
the next building in the work packet.

2. Map Sets ‘
Included in each field packet was a set of D4
neighborhood maps, including a cover sheet for the ‘
entire neighborhood and several detailed sheets by 01
grid number. The cover sheets showed the locations ;\-
of the grids, and the detailed sheets showed the CNN
location of each address. o

2800

To aid the field workers in finding the addresses, a
grid was superimposed on the downtown area. The }
printed maps, clustered by neighborhood, displayed N NN ol \ NN
the grid number and the address of each building, EVAN /S EREL © .. bR E8
which could be directly coordinated with the data : \ 7
sheets, which also listed the neighborhood, grid S VAN €8 "”
number, and address. This helped them easily find o < n NN ¢
each address as they went through their daily data % NN\ 4 AN

sheet aSSignl nents. P &84 “ON\ f*“’ >
g T34 Ta S 023700
2327

2339

2329
B

2600

3. Notification Letter/2010 Executive Summary 2
To help survey takers give property managers and - LN\ v
security staff better information about the survey, . LB 7 | || 4

. . cer . R F;@ Belltown | F5{,r £.2330 . 23 2-‘""'F6}.z‘,.ﬂu
copies of the signed notification letter and copies of NN

,
2320 21, W
- z”." 7 2801

s 23015 M 2228]

the 2010 executive summary were included in the Figure9 Neighborhood map set detail sheet
field packets.
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Progress Tracking

At the end of every day, field workers turned in their collected data, and it was entered in to the project
database. Daily database updates enabled the accurate tracking and mapping of progress. It also
eliminated the possibility of a different survey taker accidentally visiting an address that had already been
surveyed. Buildings that surveyors were not able to access were flagged in the database for follow-up.
Buildings with significant capacity differences between 2010 and 2015 were flagged for follow-up.
Different field workers were then sent to double-check the survey results.

July 17 July 29
Figurell Progresstracking maps addresses visited through time

Progress Maps

Daily database updates allowed the project manager to spatially
track the progress being made (see Figure 8). Both the day-to-
day progress of the project and special considerations, such as
follow-up addresses (Figure 9), were mapped and tracked
spatially.

The data collected in the 2015 survey will be uploaded into the
online Commute Seattle database. The database allows the
easy query and retrieval of information by employees without
technical knowledge of databases. The database is housed on
an intranet server hosted by the Downtown Seattle Association,
and data can be exported to a spreadsheet for analysis.

Data collection began on July 6, 2015, with the final field visit to
a building conducted on August 31, 2015.

August 21
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3. Existing Conditions of Private Bicycle Amenities

This section of the report showcases the distribution of amenities by neighborhood, compares the new
data to what was found in 2010, and begins to examine the attributes of amenities that may play a role in
commut er s émaking processes. n

Following data collection, Commute Seattle assessed the data for the baseline existing conditions of
Center City buildings. The study examined 2,194 addresses. Of these, 826 were residential, and not
considered relevant to an inventory of commuter-related amenities. 204 were not found (usually surface
parking lots or construction sites), 112 were vacant properties, and 29 were not accessible to survey
takers (see table 2). The findings discussed below concern the 1,023 non-residential buildings that can
accommodate commuter bicycle parking.

I. Buildings

Buildings Inventoried and Buildings Not Inventoried in 2015 Surveyd Table 3

In the Downtown Seattle Association database, there are 2,194 addresses for the study area. In the

course of the study, many of these addresses were filtered out and not inventoried, either because the
propertyhdidodépefodof the study (residential or vacant
(construction sites, recently demolished, or the address was a parking lot). Before the beginning of the

survey, 572 addresses were determined to be residential from King County Records. These were

removed from the list and were not visited. In the end, 1,621 addresses were visited by a field worker,

and 1,022 were ultimately inventoried after being found and determined not residential, not vacant, and

was accessible to the survey taker. Once the building was determined to be within scope and accessible,

bicycle amenity and capacity data was collected.

Table 3 Inventoried & Not Inventoried in 2015 Survey.

Buildings Not Inventoried

All

Buildings Rlzefc;?ner&tc':al Residential Total Unta;ble Total Total
in DSA Data ID in Field | Residential Access Buildings | Buildings
Neighborhood Database Visited Inventoried
Belltown 356 48 83 131 33 25 11 308 156
Capitol Hill 440 305 33 338 19 4 1 135 78
Chingtown-lnternational 123 16 20 36 14 6 0 107 67
District
Commercial Core 312 8 38 46 20 17 7 304 222
Denny Triangle 160 9 15 24 34 9 1 151 92
First Hill 203 95 18 113 12 8 0 108 70
Pioneer Square 155 10 22 32 12 15 5 145 91
South Lake Union 232 25 10 35 45 23 4 207 125
Uptown 213 56 15 71 15 5 0 157 122
Totals 2194 572 254 826 204 112 29 1622 1023
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Summary of the 2015 Surveyd Table 4

Of the 1,023 buildings inventoried, 291 (29%) have bicycle parking, 232 (23%) have showers, 251 (25%)
have lockers, and 95 (9%) have tire pumps. The percentage of buildings with racks varies widely, with
Chinatown/International District on the low end with 9%, and the Commercial Core topping the charts with
44%.

Table 4 Summary of Buildings with Amenities in 2015 Survey

2015 Buildings % of Bldgs % of Bldgs % of Bldgs % of Bldgs
Neighborhood | Inventoried | Racks | Inventoried | Showers | Inventoried | Lockers | Inventoried | Pumps | Inventoried
Belltown 156 37 24% 32 21% 37 24% 12 8%
Capitol Hill 78 12 15% 5 6% 6 8% 2 3%
Chinatown-

International 67 6 9% 4 6% 7 10% 3 4%
District

commercial 222 97 44% 76 34% 84 38% 30 14%
Denny Triangle 92 35 38% 23 25% 22 24% 8 9%
First Hill 70 26 37% 21 30% 19 27% 5 7%
Pioneer 8 8 7 3
Square 91 17 19% 16 18% 17 19% 9 10%
South Lake 125 4 33% 38 30% 38 30% 20 16%
Union

Uptown 122 21 17% 17 14% 21 17% 6 5%
Totals 1023 292 29% 232 23% 251 25% 95 9%

Summary of 2010 to 2015 Comparisond Tables 5 & 6

Not all buildings visited by Commute Seattle staff were inventoried. Any visited building that was vacant,
residential, or inaccessible by the survey takers was marked as visited but not inventoried. In 2015, 13%
more buildings were visited than in 2010. The total buildings inventoried increased by 6% between 2010
and 2015.

Table 5 Comparison of Buildings Inventoried & Not Inventoried, 2010 - 2015

Diff. in

Bldgs
Inventorie

2010 2015 d
Al SEREIEE Inventorie Al Recards Inventorie
Record Remove dR d Record Remove dR d

Neighborhood s d ecords = d ecords #
Belltown 292 139 153 356 200 156 3 2%
Capitol Hill 439 365 74 440 362 78 4 5%
Chinatown- 110 53 57 123 56 67 10 18%
International District

Commercial Core 246 52 194 312 90 222 28 14%
Denny Triangle 123 29 94 160 68 92 -2 -2%
First Hill 200 127 73 203 133 70 -3 4%
Pioneer Square 118 42 76 155 64 91 15 20%
South Lake Union 199 77 122 232 107 125 3 2%
Uptown 207 88 119 213 91 122 3 3%
Totals 1934 972 962 2194 1171 1023 61 6%
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The number of buildings with racks in the downtown Seattle area showed a 22% increase from 2010 to 2015.
Buildings with showers and buildings with lockers showed startling 121% and 210% increases, respectively.

Table 6 Comparison of Buildings with Amenities, 2010 - 2015
Buildings
With

Buildings Buildings
Percent | with Lockers | Percent | with Pumps | Percent

Buildings
With Racks Percent

] S EIES . . .

Neighborhood Coss Coss. Coss. Coss.
Belltown 29 37 28% 17 32 88% 9 37 311% 5 12 140%
Capitol Hill 4 12 200% 1 5 400% 0 6 2 100%
Chinatown- 6 6 0% 1 4 300% 2 7 250% 2 3 50%
International District
Commercial Core 92 97 5% 3 76 111% 30 82  173% 14 30 @ 114%
Denny Triangle 26 35 35% 13 23 77% 8 21 163% 2 8 300%
First Hill 20 26 30% 5 21 320% 3 19  533% 5 100%
Pioneer Square 16 17 6% 10 16 60% 9 17 89% 1 9 800%
South Lake Union 22 41 86% 14 38  171% 13 38  192% 6 20  233%
Uptown 24 21 -13% 8 17 113% 6 21 250% 3 6 100%
Totals 239 292  22% 105 232 121% 80 248 210% = 33 95  188%

Adjustments to Findings from 20106 Table 7

1 To align the 2010 and 2015 studies, an adjustment was made to the way the 2010 data was
tallied. The neighborhood boundaries differed between the two studies, so the 2010 data was
changed to reassign individual buildings to the new borders. This shifted the 2010 data
distribution by neighborhood to be directly comparable to 2015 neighborhoods, but did not
change the overall 2010 results.

1 There were 179 buildings inventoried in the 2010 survey which were identified as residential in
the 2015 survey. For comparison in this report, these records have been removed from the 2010
tally. See Figure 10, below.

Table 7 Inventoried & Not Inventoried in 2010 Survey.

INT Buildings Not Inventoried
Biur:lglsn/gs Resideptial Resideptial Total Total
Database-- I D6d | D °5d Residential Vacant Buildings
Neighborhood 2010 2010 2015 Inventoried

Belltown 292 82 44 126 13 153
Capitol Hill 439 329 26 355 10 74
Chingtown-lnternational 110 35 8 43 10 57
District
Commercial Core 246 25 23 48 4 194
Denny Triangle 123 10 13 23 6 94
First Hill 200 105 16 121 6 73
Pioneer Square 118 13 22 35 7 76
South Lake Union 199 33 13 46 31 122
Uptown 207 68 14 82 6 119
Totals 1934 700 179 879 93 962

®These were counted as inventoried in 2010, and removed in 2015 toaenp the 2015 data.
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[I. Overall Capacity

Summary of Overall Capacityd Table 8, Figures 12 & 13

Commute Seattle finds that the capacity of the city center has increased 49% in the five years since the
last inventory was taken. In 2015, buildings have the infrastructure to accommodate 8,723 bicycles, a
gain of 2,851 spaces.

Table 8 Comparison of Overall Capacities, 2010 - 2015

Percent

2010 2015 Total Gain or
Neighborhood Capacity Capacity Difference Loss
Belltown 495 8% 765 9% 270 55%
Capitol Hill 110 2% 286 3% 176 160%
Chin_atown-lnternational 97 204 161 206 64 66%

District

Commercial Core 2442 42% 2980 34% 538 22%
Denny Triangle 798 14% 1252 14% 454 57%
First Hill 595 10% 723 8% 128 22%
Pioneer Square 343 6% 521 6% 178 52%
South Lake Union 691 12% 1510 17% 819 119%
Uptown 301 5% 525 6% 224 74%
Totals 5872 100% 8723 100% 2851 49%

Figure 12 Total Capacity by Neighborhood, 2010 - 2015
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Figure 13. Percentage Capacity by Neighborhood, 2010 - 2015.

Distribution of Capacityd Figure 14

Although most neighborhoods remained relatively
stable in terms of percentage of overall capacity,

the Commercial Core saw an 8% decline in its share
of capacity; while South Lake Union had a capacity
share increase of 5%. The distribution of capacity can
be seen in this heat map, showing a corridor of higher
capacity through the Commercial Core, Denny
Triangle and South Lake Union.

Gainers and Declinersd Table 9

Where did the gains in capacity come from? There
were 107 buildings where inventoried capacity
declined between 2010 and 2015, but that capacity
loss was outweighed by the number of buildings
where inventoried capacity increased in the same
period. There was an overall gain of 323 spaces in
buildings where capacity was found in 2010. There
were 86 buildings where capacity was found in this
survey where there was no capacity in 2010. 11 of
these opened the year of the last survey or later. A
total of 2,610 spaces were added to buildings that
had no capacity in 2010.

Figurel4 Heat Map 2015 Capacity Distribution in
Commercial Buildings.

Although the capacity loss in some buildings may be of concern, One of our survey takers investigating
these declines reported that many of the buildings he checked not only had no rack capacity, but property
managers told him that the buildings never had bike racks. This survey taker also reported finding SDOT
racks in the right-of-way that matched the capacity reported in 2010. So it appears that there was some

amount of misreporting from the first survey. This is not the case for all buildings where capacity loss was

found--
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